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Previous Research on Right-\fing

Authoritarianism

Stanley Milgram's (1974t famous experiments on obedience provide a clear
and highly relevant example. Men recruited through newspaper ads were maneuvered into being the Teacher in a supposed experiment on the effects of
electric shock upon learning. Although the "Learner" (a Milgram confederate)
never received any shocks, the situation was masterfully convincing. The
Teachers had every reason to believe they were inflicting terrible pain on
the Learner soon after the experiment began. By the end of the session, if the
subjects did not stop it, they could easily have believed the next shock would
kill the unconscious Learner, if he was not already dead. The point of the
experiment was to see when subjects would defy their local authority, the
Experimenter, and shock no more.3
Most people are shocked themselves when they learn that in Milgram's
basic experiment, almost all of the Teachers threw switches thât would have
inflicted great pain on the victim. And most of the men threw switches representing stronger and sfronger shocks until they ran out of switches at 450

volts. That is, they completely obeyed the Experimenter-unwillingly to
By ,.right-wing authoritarianism" I mean the covariation of three attitudinal
clusters in a person:
1. Authoritarian submission-a high degree of submission to the authoriin
ties who are perceived to be established and legitimate in the society
which one lives.
2. Authoritarian aggression-a general aggressiveness, directed against
various p.rro.rr]Ihut is perceived to be sancdoned by established au-

thorities.
3.

conventionalism-a high degree of adherence to the social conventions that are perceived t" b. endorsed by society and its established
authorities.l

be

sure, but completely, to be sure.
If you believe with me that Milgram's subjects were horrified at what was

in itself demonstrates the power of situations
over personality. But Milgram produced an even more compelling demonstration. In two conditions of his experiment, the real subject was sandwiched
between two confederates at the shocking machine as part of a "Teaching
Teâm." !flhen the Learner screamed he wanted to be set free from the experhappening, their compliance

iment, one of the confederates quit. So did the second, soon thereafter. The

Experimenter then pressured the naive subject to continue administering
shocks, but only four of forty (1,0"/'l went to 450 volts. However, if the two
confederates kept right on going when the Learner started screaming, as
though nothing had happened, thirty-seven out of forty (92%l of the subjects
who served in that condition went (with their silent partners) all the way to
450 volts.

Elaborations on the Definition
The more precisely a scientific construct is defined, the easier one can test it,
find its erràrs and'limitations, and move on to a better model. Let me explain
in some detail, therefore, what I mean by the terms in my definition of rightwing authoritarianism.2
Bi .,attitudinal clusters" I mean orientations to respond in the same general
*"y to*"rd certain classes of stimuli (namely, the perceived established auto
thorities, sanctioned targets, and s<lcial conventions). But an orientation
psychologists
fcw
s<tcial
a'd
rcsponse,
rr
to
respond cloe, no, n.."rririly leacl
iltrirudc ,o."r,,r"., ro cgrrclatc highly witfi llchrrvi<lr rcgardless
ioi"y

of thc "*p".r
situ:rlic>n.

So who is a hero, and who is jelly? It mattered almost not ât all who the
individuals were. Behavior in these two conditions almost completely depended on what the confederates on the Teaching Team did.
THE ROLE OF PERSONALITY

Let me catch myself before I go off the deep end. I do believe that in many
situations it matters a great deal who the people are. Different patterns of
genes make a difference. So do different patterns of socialization. After all,
Milgram's subjects were in a strange environment (to put it mildly), interacting with strangers trained to say their lines whatever the subject did. Whereas
we usually act in familiar settings with familiar people whose behavior we
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AUTHORITARIAN SUBMISSION

sitcan affect. But the great lesson of social psychology has been how easily
that'
us
shows
experiment
Milgram's
,r"rion5- trump indiiidual differences.
and a grcat deal else very frightening.
RigËt-wing authoritarianism is an individual difference variable, a personality"trait if you like, developed on the premise that some people need little
situational pressure to (say) submit to authority and attack others,.while oth.., ,.qui.. significantly more. ve can find evidence of this individual differ.u.., in tlilgram's experiment. In two conditions of the initial study, the
"r..
Learner sat in a ,.p"r"r"'.oom from the Teacher, which made it relatively
did. In
easy for the Teachers to obey the Experimenter completely, as 64"Â
and
t*o oth.. conditions, ho*eue., the Liarner sat right beside the Teacher,(supa
indeed sometimes the Teacher had to force his victim's hand down on
posed) shockplate to administer the punishments. That made it harder to obey
ihe E"pe.im.rrt.., u, you can imagine, "only" 357o proved completely obe-

By "submission" to the perceived established authorities I mean a general
acceptance of their statements and actions and a general willingness to comply

with their instructions without further inducement.a
Authoritarians believe that proper authoriries should be trusted to a gteat
extent and deserve obedience and respect. They believe that these are importânt virtues which children should be taught and that if children sfray from
these principles, parents have a duty to ger rhem back in line. Right-wing
authoritarians would ordinarily place narrow limits on people's rights to criticize authorities. They tend to assume that officials know what is best and that
critics do not know what they are talking about. They view criticism of authority as divisive and destructive, motivated by sinister goals and a desire to
cause trouble. Authoritarians believe, to a considerable extent, that established authorities have an inherent right to decide for themselves what they
may do, including breaking the laws they make for the resr of us.
By "perceived established authorities" I mean those people in our society
who are usually considered to have a general legal or moral authority over
the behavior of others. One's parents (at least through childhood), religious

dient.

In one case, then, the situation pushed people toward obedience; but in the
from
other, ir promot.d â.fi,..c.. In both c"r.J to-e people acted differently
it
when
À. -"i"riry. They defied when it was hard to defy, or they obeyed
the
that
(1966)found
*"s h"rd to obey. who were they? Elms and Milgram
personal
twenty defiant ones scored rather low on a pioneering measure of
obedient
twenty
the
authoritarianism, the California Fascism Scale; whereas
at
ones, whom the Experimenter could get to shock a helpless victim sitting
their side, scored much higher.
ARE TH.ERE REALLY FASCIST PEOPLE TN PEUOCRA'CTES?

But can there really be fascist people in democracies?

I

officials, civic officers (the police, judges, heads of governmenrs), and superiors

in military service usually qualify as established authorities.
But note the modifier "perceived." Some extremists may reject normal authorities who (it seems to them) have betraye dthe real, fundamental esrablished

authorityi for example (their perception of) God's will, or rhe Constitution.
They often believe the government has been taken over byJews, homosexuals,
feminists, Communists, and so on. Such extremists are right-wing authoritarian

in this ç6n1s11-'(superpatriots" who

am afraid so. The

years
apprehension behind myiesearch program, driven by twenty-five
potena
is
that
headlines,
tragic
findings now being confirmed in
of
totalitarian rule exists in countries such
for rhe acceptance of righi-wing
tial"larmirrg
-Sr"t.r.
boils down to essentially
Thit
as Canada and ihe United
"...pt"nce
institutions dedemocratic
see
tô
an attitude, a stare of rnind, a willingness
a
desire'
be
stroyed, which in some people mây even
Righi-wing authoritario'ir- hai thus been defined as an orientation, rather
The
than"as the àrrible acts it greases the skis for, but it is still dangerous.

RIGHT. AND LEFT.WING AUTHORITARIANISM

1ùflho
once the power is grabbed, who w-ill resist?
will iovc democracy cnough to facc thc tank in Tilnanmen Square, versus
thosc wlro will chccr f,rr the dictat<lr? That is :rn inclivicltral cliffcrcnce'

-"îy

o"th", pluËe, since.

upholding traditional

The ordinary authoritarians-whom this book is about-do not submit
absolutely, automatically, or blindly to the usual authorities. Like anyone else,
they can be conflicted about orders from above; they will not always accept
orders, but they will accept them more often than others will. Similarly, officials do not all command equal degrees of respect and submission: there are
"good judges" and "bad governmentsr" "good popes" and "poor presidents."
Authoritarians however, will submit to established authorities they like, and
to those they do not bke, more readily than nonauthoritarians will.

mood of a populace can cieate a climate of public opinio.n that promotes
totalitarian movements. It can intimidate politicians, iournalists' and religious
otherwise oppose repression. It can elect a dictator into
leaders who might
"most
notably in ber-u.ty in 1933. It can encourage a bold,
offr.., as it did
as it did in Italy in 7922, and has violently done in so
power,
grab for
illegaf

see themselves as

values, but whose fear and self-righteousness hammer with such intensity that
they rehearse for violence and may cross the line to violence itself. As we shall
see, ordinary authoritârians stand closer ro that line in the best of times than
most people do. They are just not that afraid yet.

..rrt.rt

I

I

A'd

'When I modify authoritarianism with the phrase "right-wing," I do not necessarily nrcan anything political (as in liberal versus conservative) or economic

&
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(as in socialisr versus capitalist). Rather, I am using
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But by no means is all prejudice thought to be linked to right-wing authori-

"right-wing- in a psycho'

tarianism.

(Altemeyer,
iigicatsense of submitting to the perceived authorities in one's life
in
apartheid
of
supporters
The
rlii, p 152), usually "r*he Esta-blishment."
so
would
authoritarians,.and
right-wing
pr.-fttirra.U'Éouth ifrir^would be
if-rrr. *no praised rhe murderous miliiary police in Brazil. And so would the
the hardChinese *Ëo ,upported the massacre in Tiananmen Square,. and
neither
Although
Party.
the
communist
liners in Russia who want to reinsrare
psychoare
they
right-wingers,
economic
the chinese nor Russian groups are
logical right-wingers i.r t"heir-s,rpport for those they were raised to believe
were the legitimate authorities.
Are therË psychological left-wingers too? Yes. I shall talk about them in
Cft"p,.t g. fir.'r.r, of"this book coicerns right-wing authoritarianism, which

If social deviants and certain minority groups provide ready targets for
authoritarian aggression, others can be victims as well. The authoritarian is
more likely to attack a conventional person than a nonauthoritarian is, if an
established authority sanctions it. This power of authority figures to direct
the hostility of authoritarians against almost any target increases the danger
of authoritarian aggression to all in a society.
CONVENTIONALISM

By "adherence to social conventions" I mean a strong acceptance of and commitment to the traditional social norms in one's society. Many such norms in
my society are based on the common teachings of the Judeo-Christian religions. The right-wing authoritarian generally believes in "God's law" and
thinks human conflict occurs because people ignore this law. \ù0ithin each
religion, authoritarians tend to be fundamentalists, wishing to maintain

,'authoritarianism," because after twenty-five years, I am
Loften call simply
,,right-wing." (I am even more tired of typing out "autired of typing out
what I am
thoritarianisrri', bu, f."-l I huu. to give yotJ some chance to know
talking about.)

the beliefs, teachings, and services in their traditional form and resisting
change. Authoritarians reject the idea that people should develop their own
ideas of what is moral and immoral, since authorities have already laid down
the laws.
Authoritarians' attitudes toward sex are strongly influenced by their religious principles. Traditionally sex outside marriage is basically sinful. Nudity
is sinful. Thinking about sex is sinful. Homosexuality is considered a sin and
a perversion. Many sexual acts, even between married partners, are perversions.
These attitudes toward sex have their parallel in conventional attitudes toward proper behavior for men and women. Authoritarians endorse the traditional family structure in which women are subservient to their husbands.
They believe women should, by and large, keep to their traditional roles in
society. N7hile advocating a "decent, respectable appearance" for both sexes,
they especially demand it of women. \7hile condemning sexual transgression
for both sexes, they especially condemn it when women "transgress."
Right-wing authoritarians endorse a host of other social norms. The flag
and the national anthem should be venerated. They strongly believe that "our
customs and national heritage are the things that have made us great" and
that everyone should be made to show respect for them. People should strive
to be well-behaved, properly dressed, respectable, and in general to stick to
the straight and narrow. Finally, they hold these conventions to be moral as
well as social imperatives. The authoritarian rejects the proposition that social
customs arc arbitrary and that one group's customs may be as good as another's. Othcr ways of doing things are wrong.

AUTHORITARIAN AGGRES SION

The harm
By "aggression" I mean intentionally causing harm to someone'
isolation,
social
loss,
financial
suffering,
psychological
injury,
."., b."ihysical
is
Aggression
avoid.
to
tr:y
usually
people
thàt
ri"r"
,,eg"tiu.
o, ,o-. oth",
apauthoritarian *hen it is accompanied by the belief that proper authority
proves it or that it will help preserve such authority'
The predisposition to ro.h aggression does not mean that authoritarians
will always ait aggressively when opportunities arise. Fear of retaliation may
,,'Jfth. legal and social prohibitions against aggression in our
stop them,
",
.rrlior.. Tiris is where thË perception o1 authoritative sanction plays its role.
It can dlsinhibit the aggressive impulse.s
Right-wing authorilirians are piedisposed to control the behavior of others
and
throrîgh pu.,îrh*r't. They advocate physical punishment in childhood
just
penal
reform
;;";i ihey deplore leniency in thê courts and believe
puncapital
.rriour"g.r .rir.rirr"lu to continue being lawless. They advocate
ishment]All in all, one finds an "Old Testament harshness" in their approach

to
- - human conduct.
À.ryon. could become the target of authoritarian aggression, but unconof
ventional people (including "soàal deviants") and conventional victims
than
readily
more
attacked
(r*h u, certairiminority groups) are
with
"ggr.rrio.,
others. Thus we woulcl expect righi-wing-authoritarianism to correlate
a
provides
prejudice
erhnic and racial prejudicË, bec"use s'ch
.conventional
outlet of aggressiue impulses. Authoritarians believe that certain authorities
of"If,it hostiliry, and they may bclieve that certairt groups threaten
"fprou"
tic r,rci,rl orclcr. He'cc'thc aggressivcrcss in preitrdicc c:rn bc auth()ritarian.

$
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If you feel exactly and precisely neutral about an item, blacken rhe "0" bubble.

The right-wing authoritarian's conventionalism specifies how people ought to
.rJ, ho* Ih.y do. The authoritarian's code is conventional because it is
".r,
describes
based on long-standing tradition and custom, not because it actually
society
in
our
adults
most
that
be
it
may
Thus
today.
pàple
behave
how most
most
fact
that
But
the
PeoPle
marriage.
tefore
inrercourse
in
sexual
engage

You may find that you sometimes have differenr reactions to different parts of a
statement. For example, you might very strongly disagree (" - 4") with one idea
in a statement, but slightly agree ("*1") with another idea in the same item.
\ùflhen this happens, please combine your reactions, and write down how you feel
"on balance" (i.e., a " - 3" in this example).

I

use the term

"norms" here in the normativer not the descriptive'

shows the authoritarian only that it is a sinful world.
"r.",iinrring"
ro imply that the authoritarian's adherence to traditional
mean
not
I do
cait in iron and cannot be changed in a lifetime. We
has
been
norms
social

1. Life imprisonment is justified for certain crimes.
2. 'Women should have to promise to obey their husbands when they get
married.

shall see that authoritarian students today are more likely to have sex before
marriage than they were in years past. But their adherence to their customs
,will pàve -ore ,esistant to change than the nonauthoritarian's, and it is
,.l"tiu.ly more likely to be influenied by the pronouncements of the established authorities than by the behavior of peers'

3. The established authorities in our country are usually smarter, better informed, and more competent than others are, and the people can rely
upon them.

4. It is important to protect the rights of radicals and deviants in all ways.
5. Our country desperately needs a mighty leader who will do what has to
be done to destroy the radical new ways and sinfulness that are ruining
us.

Does the Trait ActuallY Exist?

6. Gays and lesbians are just as healthy and moral as anybody else.*
7. Our country will be great if we honor the ways of our forefathers,

Right-wing aurhorirarianism, being a covariation of social âttitudes, is meaRightsuled by a*thirty-item Likert-iype aititude scale entitled (what else?)the
is
instrument
the
of
version
latest
Wing Authoritarianism (R'çfAi Scale. The
given in Exhibit 1.1.
Exhibit

1.1

8. Atheists and others who

have rebelled against the established religions
are no doubt every bit as good and virtuous as those who attend church

The 1996 RWA Scale

regularly.

This survey is part of an investigation of general public opinion.concerning a
of the
variety of io.l"l issues. You willlrobably Ênd that you agree with some

10. A lot of our rules regarding modesty and sexual behavior are just customs which âre not necessarily any better or holier than those which
other people follow.*

11. There are many radical, immoral people in our country today, who are
trying to ruin it for their own godless purposes, whom the aurhoriries

-4 if you uery strongly disagree with the statement'
*3 if you strongly disagree with the statement'
-

should put out of action.

you moderately disagree with the statement'

if you sligbtly

12. It is always better to trust the iudgment of the proper authorities in government and religion than to listen to the noisy rabble-rousers in our society who are trying to create doubt in people's minds.

disagree with the statement'

Blacken the bubble labeled

13. There is absolutely nothing wrong with nudist camps.i

+ f. if you slightly agree wir'h the statement'

+2 if you moderately

are obedience, discipline, and sticking

to the straight and narrow.

Blacken the bubble labeled

1.

o

9. The realkeys to the "good life"

your
and disagree with others, to varying extents' Please indicate
sheet,
IBM
the
1
of
in
sEctroN
a
bubble
reacrion ro each sraremenr by blackening
according to the following scale:

,,"r.-.nrr,

-2 if

do

what the authorities tell us to do, and get rid of the "rotten apples" who
are ruining everything.

14. There is no "ONE right way" to live life; everybody has to create their
outn way.*

agree with the statement'

+3 if you strongly agree wirh thc statemcnt'

I

'+4 if you uery slt(),tKly (rgrcd with thc statemctlt'

&

5, Our country will

be dcstroyed someday if we do not smash the perversions cating irwiry ât our nroral fiber and traditional beliefs.

13
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32.

for being brave enough to
16. Homosexuals and feminists should be praised
defy "traditional family values'"n
methods
The situation in our country is getting so serious, the strongest
got
us back
and
troublemakers
Àe
*o"ia U. jusdfied if they elimin-attd
to our true path'
18. It may be considered old fashioned by some, but having a normal'
a
proper appearance rs still the mark of a gentleman and' especially'

Once our government leaders give us the "go ahead," it will be the duty
of every patriotic citizen to help stomp out the rot that is poisoning our
country from within.

33. !(e should treat protestors and radicals with open arms and open

1.7.

minds, since new ideas are the lifeblood of progressive change.*

34. The

facts on crime, sexual immorality, and the recent public disorders
all show we have to crack down harder on deviant groups and troublemakers if we are going to sâve our moral standards and preserve law

lady.

and order.

1'g.Everyoneshoulc]havetheirownlifestyle,religiousbeliefs,andsexual
-- '
everyone else.o

p..É..r.es,

even

if it

No/e: Only items 5-34 are scored. Items are scored on a 1-9 basis. For protrait
- 4" is scored as 1, and " + 4" is scored as 9, The keying is reversed
for contrait items. For both kinds of items, the neutral answer ("0") is scored as
5. The lowest possible score is 30, and the highest is 270.
I have used a -4 to *4 response scale on the RI?A Scale since 1980, rather
than the usual -3 to +3, because experiments have shown that the former
produces (marginally) higher reliability. Either a nine-point or a seven-point response scale appears to be superior to the five-point format Likert (1932) invented. A three-point response scale ("Disagreel?lÀgree") seems to damage appreciably a scale's psychometric properties among populations capable of making
fi ner distinctions (Altemeyer, 1 9 8 8, pp. 39421.
s
Item is worded in the contrait direction; the right-wing authoritârian response

makes them different from

statements, "

20.A..woman,splace''shouldbewherevershewantstobe.Thedayswhen

belong
women are s,ibmissiue to their husbands and social conventions
strictly in the Past.o

21.\ùThatourcountryreallyneedsisastrong,determinedleaderwhowill

crush evil, and take us back to our true path'
22. people should pay less artention to the Bible and the other old tradipertioràl forms of religious guidance, and instead develop their own
sonal standards of what is moral and immoral'o
ahead is to get back
and silence
power'
in
leaders
tough
to our traditional values, put some

23. The only way our country can get through the crisis

is to disagree.

the troublemakers spreading bad ideas'

24.

to defy tradiOur counrry needs free thinkers who will have the courage
people'o
many
upsets
if
this
even
ways'
tional

25. There

The first four items are "table-setters," intended to give the respondent
with the nine-point response scale and also a little familiarity
with some of the content that follows. They are not scored. The test proper
consists of items 5-34, which include fifteen protrait items (for example,
"Obedience and respect for authority are the most important virtues children
should ls21n"-ge pick a short one) and fifteen contrait statements (such as
"There is absolutely nothing wrong with nudist camps"). All items are intcnded to measure the extent to which someone believes in authoritarian submission, authoritarian aggression, and conventionalism. Most statements tap
two, or all three, of these orientations.
The covariation of responses to the RITA Scale provides a test that the trait
"cxists." Since the thirty items cover many different topics, their 435 intercorrelations tend to be small. After all, how much connection can there be
betwcen believing in children's obedience and disliking nudist camps? But
srnall as they might be on average, the correlations will gel if the model is
some experience

is nothing wrong with premarital sexual intercourse'o

be best for everyone if the proper authorities censored magadisgusting
zines so that people coulâ not get rheir hands on trashy and

26. It would

material.

to protest
27. It is wonderful that young people today have greater freedom
govern
to
own
"rules"
their
make
to
and
iike,
ion't
they
things
against
their behavior'o
a good
28. 'What our country really needs, instead of more "civil rights"' is
stiff dose of law and order.
challenging
29. Some of the best people in our country are those who are
way"
the
"normal
ignoring
and
religion,
criticizing
gouarn*.nt,
ou,
things are supposed to be done.o

right.

30.obedienceandrespectforauthorityarethemostimPortantvirtueschil-

This level of interitem correlation, along with the length of the test, deterntincs Cronbach's (1970) alpha coefficient of internal consistency. Basically,
tlre nrean intcritem correlation rangcd around.18, and the resulting alpha

dren should learn.

3l.Nobodyshould..sticktothestraightandnarrow.''Instead,people

should break krosc ancl try out lots of diffcrcnt iclcas and cxpcricnccs.n

*
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would not give "NoI" for an answer.T At each site a booklet of surveys beginning with the R1VA Scale was administered, usually by a graduate student.
At the State University of New York at Potsdam (SUNY-Potsdam), 183 students produced an alpha of .88. At Harvard 172 students racked up a North
American student record alpha of .93. Finally, alpha equaled .87 among 200
University of Pittsburgh students and, .92 among 101 undergraduates at the
University of Houston.
In the spring of 1989, Andre Kamenshikov administered his own translation of the RWA Scale for me to 226 students attending Moscow State University (the one in Russia, not ldaho). The alpha was.81 (Altemeyer and
Kamenshikov, 199'1").

ranged around .85-.88, among the population used to develop the testi.,tÀd._rctory psychology studenrs ar my university (Altemeyer,1981, p.218i
Alremeyer, tl S'5, p. Zi ; hereafter the L g S L Ri ght-Ving Auth oritarianism wtll
be citei as RIVA,-and the 1988 outpouring, Enemies of Freedom, as EOF).
This constitutes fairly solid evidence that authoritarian submission, authoritarian aggression, and conventionalism do covary in rhat population. But do
they elsewhere?
MY PREVIOUSLY REPORTED RWA SCALE ALPHAS

During 1"973-74, alphas of .84 were obtained at two other Canadian universities f,A,lberta and ù.rt.rn Ontario) with the original scale. The same 6gure
appeared at the University of North Dakota.6 Then studies at the Universities
o? Al"burrru, Indiana, Virginia, and Wyoming and at Pennsylvania State University found alphar r"nging from .85 to .89 (RWA , pp.208-210,21.6-21'8).
T*t norrrt..dent popul"rions were also sampled in the early days of R\ù74
Scale research. Adult males in Winnipeg, Canada (randomly selected from

orHER RESEARCHERs' suosequnNT FINDINGS

Table 1..l presents the RWA Scale's alpha coeffrcients obtainedlately by other
reseârchers.8 You can see that the test has held together well in the many
populations sampled. \With the exception of the Xhosa-speaking South African group (whose proficiency in English was unreported), authoritarian submission, authoritarian aggression, and conventionalism have covaried appreciably in all of the populations tested to date.
This still surprises me no end. The scale was developed among Manitoba
first-year psychology students. It measures social attitudes, which would seem
to be very culture-bound, and could easily be organized differently among
different groups within a culture. So I was a little surprised to discover the
test hung together as well among the parents of university students as it did
among their progeny. I was even more surprised that it proved as cohesive
rrnong scattered American student samples as it had in my little neck of the
woods. Then, when results started coming in from diverse American nonstudent samples, and especially when I learned of the results from overseas, I was
iust amazed. (I could not sit down for two days after the first Russian findings
crme in.)
Mind you, we have heard from only a few places. Minorities within North
Âtnerica and vast majorities in virtually all the countries in the world have
not been studied. I fully expect the scale to fall apart here and there, and
pcrhaps everywhere else. We have no universal trait here, I am sure. Still, we
Itlve something a little grander than I ever expected it to be.
Finally, although you perhaps have had a different experience, I have seldorn found that scales have the same sparkling psychometric properties in my
rescarch that they had in their inventors'write-ups. So I have been happy to
ncc that n"lost researchers have obtained RWA Scale alphas as high as, and
oftcn higher than, I have gotten in my own work. Science has to be a public
elfort lry a c<>nrrnunity of investigators struggling to discover the truth, whatcvcr it nriry bc. ltcplicability is csscr.rtial to that struggle. It enables us to work

voter lists and the telephone directory), produced an alpha of .85. And parents

of my Manitoba students came in at .89 (RWA, pp.210-211'1219)'
Uy first book produced an avalanche of five RWA Scale studies by the time
*y s".o.,d booË appeared, seven years later. Zwillenberg (1983) found a
,.iinbili,y of .86 for the original scale among 503 students drawn from the
Universiiy of New Haven, Biooklyn College, Columbia University, Montclair
State Coilege, the University of Georgia, Central Michigan University, the
Universities of Nebraska and Denver, California State University at Fresno,
and the University of California at Santa Cruz. Johann Schneider (personal
communication, November 79,1984) obtained an alpha of '94 with a translated version given to German students. Duckitt (1,992) found an alpha of .93
among 212 SËuth African srudenrs. Heaven (1984) reported an alpha of .81
u*orr[ Australian students and .90 among heterogeneous adults' Lastly, Ray
(1985j obained an alpha of .89 among a random sample of Australian adults
(EOF,
pp. 13-14).
'
In my^own reseârch through 7987, the RrùflA scale (which changes a little
every yLar| continued to show alphas of about .88 among Manitoba students
and'.iO among their parents (EOF, p.29). However, samples of North American lawmakeis showed astounding internal consistency when answering the
scale. Alphas ranged from .88 to .97 in four Canadian provincial assemblies,
and from .94 to .-97 in four American state legislatures (EO4 chapter 7).
My owN suBSEQUENT sruDIEs' 1989-90
In the fall of 1989I began bothering people at various North American universities, asking if I could dip into their iltroductory psychology zubject pools
t<l collect sonle cross-valid:rtiorr data. Eventually I found scvcrirl places that
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1.1

Table

Internal consistency of the RWA Scale obtained by other researchers

lnvestigator
North American students
Hunsberger (7994' p.c.l^
Moghaddam and Vuksanovic
(1eeo)
Peters (1990)

\ilalker and Quinsey (1991)
Trapnell (1992' p.c.)
Colby et al. (7987)
Goldberg and Rosolack

(19e7)
Stone and Schultz (1992)
Stone (1994, p.c.)

'I'arr and Lorr (1991)
Ilillings et al. (1993)
Conner (1993, p.c.)

Participants

North Atnerican nonstudents
Holms (1989)

Several thousand \Tilfrid Laurier U.
(Can.) students
155 McGill U. (Can.) students

.89

239 tJ. of 'Waterloo (Can.) students in

.89

Dornfest (t992, p.c.l
Lykken (1994, p.c.l

.93

Perrott (1991)

McFarland (1,989a)

.89

two studies
157 Queens U. (Can.) students (and 41
nonstudents recruited through posters
and employment centers)
924 IJ. of British Columbia students in

two studies
488 U. of California at Irvine students
503 Oregon college students
112 University of Maine students
1.08

University of Maine students

339 students at two "eastern
universities"
139 students, perhaPs in Milwaukee
102 Hofstra U. students

Colby et al. (1992)
.87

Stober and Chance (1995,
p.c.)

.89
.88

McFarland er al. (1994)

Skitka (1994, p.c.)
Leak and Randall (1995)
'Wasieleski
1L994, p.c.l

1,317 Southern Illinois U. students
157 Creighton U. students
279 tJ. of Alabama students

.90

109 U. of Valencia and Castellon
students (in SPanish)
2L5 Rhodes U. (South Africa) students
(in English)
400 Xhosa-speaking Fort Hare U.
students (in Engiish)
708 Israeli university students (in

.85

Rubinstein (1996)

Hebrew)
120 Palestinian university students (in

.84
.92
.95

jury duty

204 Adelaide (Australia) adults
167 Moscow and'179 Estonia citizens

.88
.92

440 Moscow citizens (translated)

.81

.86

"togethe;"-even though \i/e may seldom agree, never meet, or even live at
the same time. It appears that, psychometrically, we have a good tool here

students

Edwards and Leger (L993)

.89
.93
.90

a quota sample of Soviet citizens
living in Moscow or Tallinn in the early days of g/asnost. There has never been, to my
krtowledge, a North American study of the RWA Scale that tested as representative a sample.

studies

Berkeley and Southern lllinois U.

.86

a. Indicates a personal communication.
b. McFarland, Ageyev, and Abalakina (1990) studied

.87
.92

1"66

183 friends of Canadian university
students who did not go to university
463 Kentucky adults
1,094 U, of California at Davis alumni
3,240 members of Minnesota Twin
Study and spouses
160 members of Halifax (Can.) police
force
169 women over age sixty living in
Orange County, Calif.
158 Georgia adults awaiting possible

Alpha

(translated)

.88
.85

Skitka and Tetlock (1993)

Participants

Non-Nortb American nonstudents
Feather (1993)
McFarland et al. (1990)b

.90
.94
.86

2.42U. of Wyoming students
448 U. of Michigan students in two

Garzon (1992)

(continued).

Investigator

Alpha

I:igenbcrger (1994)
Petcrson ct al. (1993)

Non-Nortb American students

1.1
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.87

that we can share.

.92

Do R\flA Scores Actually Correlate with Right-Wing Authoritarian Behavior?

l,ct's see. \ù7e have inferred that a trait exists. tù(/e have defined the trait in
somc detail. Ste have a measure of that trait, and the internal consistency of
lltitt measure supports the notion that the trait exists. But does that measure
Actually correlate with the kind of behavior we want to understand? Does the
l{tt)?A Scale have empirical validity, as well as a pretty alpha? This is our
sccond tcst of the measure's validity, and we shall examine it by looking at
sttrdics of authoritarian submission, authoritarian aggression, and conven-

.83
.43
.88
.84

I

Arabic)

&
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sity students. Here the letter attacked the Bill of Rights and the U.S. Supreme
Court:

AUTHORITARIAN SUBMISSION

From its earliest days, rhe RVA scale showed it could generally distinguish
L"i*..r, people who accepted unfair and even illegal acts by government ofÀ.iul, anà those who t.roË .*..prion to such acts (RWA, pp' 1'89-192'227the
Zig). Uring real occurrences of ill.gal wiretaps, illegal searches, denial of
turbulent
iùn, ," asiemble, use of agents prôuocateurs, and so on from the
to '59
i"i. rggor and early 1.970;,I found that RWA scores correlated .52 among
connection
The
events.
these
of
acceptance
students'
with Manitoba
in.i. p"i.*r equaled .54 and, am ong772 American students at five scattered

If a person stops to think about it, most of the problems we âre having can be
traced to the Bill of Rights-or more precisely, to the way it has been interpreted
by the Supreme Court. "Freedom of speech" has been twisted to meân that pornographers can sell their filth, and that anybody can say wharever he wants,
whether it's good for society or not. And "freedom of religion" has been twisted
to mean children can't pray in public schools any more. And the "right to happiness" has been twisted to mean women can have abortion after abortion if
they're "unhappy" being pregnant. And think how many drug pushers and criminals have gotten off scot-free because their "rights" were supposedly violated
after they had robbed or killed somebody.
A lot of people hoped the new Supreme Court, rid of the "Liberal Majority"
which had made all these terrible rulings, would overturn them. But it's clear
now that they won't. No Supreme Court can reverse the ruling of an earlier
Supreme Court, so we are stuck with these interpretations as long as there is a
Bill of Rights. And we will soon be destroyed as a nation because of them.
So the only thing we can do, to make America the free, pure, safe Christian
nation that the founding fathers intended it to be, is to repeal the Bill of Rights.

universities, .63.

High
A subsequent series of experiments revealed, as one would expect, that
in
sample,
in
RWAs (thôse in the top ZiW of the distribution of scores that
par-.,Lowsr"
showed
25'/"\'g
w'ho similarly compose the bottom
contrast to

ticular indifference to governmeni inlutii..t directed against unconuentional
groups (RWA, PP. 228a321.
" Foi
;îling connection between authoritarianism and tolerance of
"'more
700 Amerofficial malfeasance, consider the watergate scandal. Most of over
for his felpardon
a
i.ln ,,,rarnrs, polled after Richard Nixàn had accepted
many
fact'
In
time'
long
very
nnier, ,nid tn"y n"a believed the president for a
R17A
between
The
correlations
,"ia ih"y sti// telieved Nixon was innocent.
,hit enduring trust were .48-'51' (RWA, pp' 224-227);to
scores
"nd
power by
Citizens in a democà cy are usually protected against abuse of
and
Rights
of
Charter
c''stirurional guaranrees. But neith.i th. C"n"dian
right-wing
from
support
overall
Frccdoms no, ih. U.S. Bill of Rights draws

Overall, this appeal was (thankfully) rejected by the San Francisco State
students. They produced a mean of 2.24 for the letrer's being "sensible" and
1.82 for repeal of the Bill of Rights. But some of the studenrs, especially
authoritarians, resonated to this ignoranf appeal to wipe out America's major
defense against tyranny. RïTA scores correlated .62 with judgments of sensibility and .50 with agreement for repealing the Bill of Rights.
Other researchers have also found that right-wing authoritarians have little
interest in protecting human rights. Moghaddam and Vuksanovic (1990)
f<rund R.WA Scale correlations of .66, .42, and .52, respectively, with McGill
tlniversity students' indifference to human rights issues in Canada, the Soviet
Union, and the Third ltrûorld. McFarland, Ageyev, and Abalakina (1990)

authoritâriâns.
ln 1986 I asked over 500 Manitoba students to react to a (bogus) "lettet
claimed,
to the editor" attacking the Canadian Charter' This document, it was
most of
causing
made,
ever
had
was one of the biggest"mistakes the country
who
he is
matter
no
to
everyone,
rights
ou. ,o.l"t probl"Ài because "it gives
rithe
with
sympathy
overall
little
or what hË does.,' The students showed
2.46
with
of
means
0-6)
(on
of
scales
diculous charges I invented, producing
,,how sensiblel, the letter seeÀed and only 7.22 wîth agreement that the Charthese
ter should be repealed. But RITA scores correlated .42 and .45 with
attitudes (EOF, PP. 27 0-27 71.
I repeaied this study in the fall of 1990 with a sample of 235 parents of
Maniàba srudenrs. Vnit. i thought the "older and wiser" parents would see
thought it
the enormous danger lurking behind the bogus letter, they actually
positively
and
:
had
the
students
than
2.64)
was a little more "sensible"-(x
authoritarianism
(4.9L).
Again,
abolished
o,grneathat the charter should be
with these two senfi"y.a irs role, with RWA scores correlating .49 and .47
timents.
I also clicl the stucly in Ircbnrary 1990, with .57 Sen I;rirncisco strrtc univer-

found, among Soviet citizens in the dying days of the USSR, RWA correlations
of .71 with opposition to dissidents, .T2withsentiments that the youth should
lre submissive, .65 with rejection of a free press, and .74 with opposition to
rlcrnocracy itself.tt

In February 1996 I repeated a study by Blass (1992b1in which I showed
the first part of Milgram's (1965) film "Obedience" to my introductory psychology classes. The twelve-minute edited version ended just after the Teacher
who is featured in the film delivered the 18O-volt shock.I handed out forms
thrrt asked each student, among other things, "suppose you have 100 'Rerponsibility Votes' to give, altogether, to the three people in this experiment,
B,r ir wây of showing how much you think each person is responsible for the
hct thrrt thc l.carrrer was being given electric shocks against his will. How
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November 2, 799 4) found coefficients of only .23 and. 1 6 with reaching guilty
verdicts and length of sentence imposed by 272 University of Alabama stu-

many of these votes would you give to the Experimenter, the Teacher' and
the iearner?,' The stuclents were-not asked to put their names on the forms
until they were about to turn them in. To screen out those familiar with
Milgr"-;, resulrs, I discarded all subjects (including 13 Highs. and 16 Lows)
whJsaid rhar over 25% of.Milgram's sample of 40 men would go-all the way
to 450 volts. Like Blass, I found the 53 High RNfAs were significantly less
likely than the 47 Lows io hold the authority, the Experimenter., responsible
for -h"t was happening(61'.6% versus 70J% p < '05)'Instead, authoritarians tended to bia*. tÈe Te"ch., (24.7 versus 21.2, not significant) and the

dents.

A series of cases varying the social status of the criminal produced a complex set of results in 1,979. On the one hand, Highs were equally severe on
the wife of an investment consultant and an unwed mother, who were found
guilty of child abuse. They also punished equally an insurance salesman and
a tramp drug addict convicted of bank robbery. On the other hand, they
showed relative leniency toward a millionaire industrialist convicted of defrauding the government. They went easy on a police chief who beat up an
accused child molester in his jail but \ryere more punitive if told another prisoner had done the beating. Finally, they showed an even more striking double
standard in sentencing an accountant and a "hippie panhandler" who got
into a fight. If the evidence showed the accountant started the fight, they

Learner (13.6 versus 8.2, P < .05).
The data on authoritaiian submission speak with one voice. All the studies
I know show that High RWAs tend to te more submissive to established
than most pËople are. They tolerate and even approve of govern-

aurhority

relaiively willing to cast aside constitutional
of po*Ër, À.y
"r.
"bure
indifferent to human rights issues, and in
ih.y
abuse,
,fri.fJr against such
"r"
democracy_. Moreover, the relationagainst
op"niy
out
spoke
ifr. ÙSSË they
often rising over .50.
proven
substantial,
have
studies
these
ships in all
ment'al

i

favored leniency. But if the evidence showed the hippie had started the fight,
they laid down the law (RWA, pp.234-238). (Low R\X/A students punished
the two men equally.)
Other studies help us make sense of these seemingly contradictory findings
regarding the status of criminals. RWA scores correlated negatiuely with the
sentences imposed upon a police officer who beat an "uppity" protestor
(R WA, pp. 797-1.99). They also correlated negatively with punishment of a
U.S. Air Force officer convicted of murder. The case paralleled the My Lai
rnassacre; the officer had led unauthorized bombing raids against Vietnamese
villages suspected of supporting the enemy (RW'4, p.233). Similarly, High
I{IûA American students did not want to punish Richard Nixon after he re-

AUTI{ORITARIAN AGGRES S ION

Punishment of Lawbreakers. R'wA scores have often predicted the length
of prison terms hypothetically imposed upon perso.ns convicted of crimes.
R-ong Manitoba'siudents, the coirelation_for overall sentences in a ten-trial
,u.u./uru"tly ran between .40 and .50. Follow-up questioning revealed that,
..r-po.ed *iih Lows, High RWAs believed the crimes had been more serious,
th.y also had more ]aith that punishment would change the criminals'
"nd
behavior. But Highs also revealed, when answering anonymously, that they
found criminals more repulsive and disgusting than Lows did, and felt per(RWA,
sonal pleasure and satisfaction at being able to punish wrongdoers

signed (RWA, pp.226-227). Finally, High R'ùfAs showed another prortounced double smndard in the sentencing of pro-gay versus anti-gay activists
(llOF, pp. 1.1-2-1.1.4).If an anti-gay leader led an attack on a group of gay
rlemonstrators, High RWAs tended to be lenient. But if it were the other way
rrround, they became significantly more punitive. (Again, Lows punished the
two assailants equally.)13
It appears, then, that believing in punishment as they do and enjoying dishing
it out as they do, High R\I/As are more likely in general to sentence wrongdoers
to long prison terms. But this is not true if the wrongdoers are officials whom
the rruthoritarian admires, or if the crime involved attacking someone Highs
lrclicvc should be attacked (the child molester, the hippie, the uppity demonrlriltor, Vietnamese peasants, and gay activists). In these cases the usual positive
l(WA Scale correlation drops and may even become negative.

pp.232-234).
Parents of Manitoba students also showed substantial correlations between
authoritarianism and punitiveness in a trial situation. A correlation of '52 was
obtained in a 1979 sùdy osing ten cases (RVtrA, p' 233), and '33 in a 1'986
experiment using iust three cases (EOB p. 181)'
Jrrd For.r, ,1992) mailed a booklet of surveys, including three
Wylie (Wyli.
'27
5 Manitobans chosen at random from voter lists. She received 75
trials, to
.o-pl.t.d returns. The sum of sentences imposed correlated .52 with RvA
scores.12

American students show the same trends as their Manitoba counterparts'
The correlation between R!ilA scores and sentences equaled .48 across four
trials in a 7974 experiment run at Êve universities (RWA, p' 232)' Three trials
administered in tggO at the Universities of Pittsburgh and IJouston found
c<lrrelari<tns <lf .28 ancl ..5 1.llut David wasieleski (pcrsonal conltnunication,

Itunisbment of Peers in a Learning Situation, In 1973I maneuvered male
Mlnitoba studcnts int<l being the Teachers in a fake learning experiment involving (supposcclly) clectric shock. Unlike Milgram's experiment, every time
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11. Canada should open its doors to more immigration from

give'
the Learner made a mistake, the Teacher càose which of five shocks to
time.
every
shocks"
slight
"very
administer
he
could
If a Teacher wanted to,
If someone wanted to give strong shocks each tim€' however, he could do

dies.

the ï(est In-

n

12. Jews can be trusted as much as everyone else.n

that too.

13. It is a waste of time to train certain races for good iobs; they simply

rather brural,"and RWA scores predicted fairly well who they would
fe. The correlation with shocks "delivered" was .43 (RwA, pp.1.99-2021.14

14. The public

ôverall, the men did not z^p the Learnerl the mean shock chosen was 2.4'
where 2 indicated slight shock and 3 equaled moderate. But some Teachers

don't have the drive and determination it takes to learn a complicated
skill.

;.;;;

needs

to become âware of the many ways blacks in Canada

suffer from prejudice.

o

15. Every person we let in from
won't

Preiudice. Prejudice, the unfair pre-iudging of someone,.has many roots
(DucÉitt, 1.992;Zanna and Olson,1.994). But the taproot is probably età-

be able

overseas means either another Canadian

to Ênd a job, or another foreigner will go on welfare here.

16. Canada has much to fear from

17. There is nothing wrong with intermarriage among the races.+

nàce.rtris-

18. In general, Indians have gotten

out-grouPs.

and anti-poverty programs.

1.2

1. Arabs

20.

fit in well in our country.

2.

get just
Indians should keep on protesting and demonstrating until they
treatment in our country.tr

3.

Certain races of people clearly do NoT have the natural intelligence and
"get up and go" of the white race.

4,

The vietnamese and other Asians who have recently moved to canada
have proven themselves to be industrious citizens, and many more
should be invited in.n

.Prs

I reported in Enemies of Freedom (pp. 109, 183) that responses to an earlier
version of this instrument correlated .30-.43 with Manitoba students' RWA
ricores. The version of the test shown in Exhibit 1.2, which has a mean interitcrn correlation of about .30 and an alpha of about .90 among such students,
ltrocluces a Pearson r of about .45 with their level of authoritarianism.
l)irrents of Manitoba students showed a correlation of .45-.48 between their
I{WA scores and ethnocentrism on the earlier version. On the present test,
which has the same internal cohesion and alpha âmong parents that it has
Alllong their first derivatives, the correlation roâms around .50.
Wylie included the Ethnocentrism Scale in her booklet of materials sent ro
tltc rirndom sample of Manitoba voters (\flylie and Forest, 7992). An alpha
o1 .93 was obtained, and RIûA Scale scores correlated .54 with prejudice.
Arr "Arnericanized" version of the original scale, mentioning blacks and
l lislxrrrics rnore, was administered to students at three U.S. universities in

are entirely too many people from the wrong sorts of places being

a group Indians are naturally lazy, promiscuous' and irresponsible'

g. canada should open its doors to more immigration from Latin

9.

Canada should guarantee that French language rights exist all across the
country.o

agree.

admitted into Canada now.

7,

than they deserve from our social

Note: Items are answered on a -4 to *4 basis.
* Item is worded in the contrait direction; the ethnocentric response is to dis-

5. It is good to live in a country where there are so many minority groups
p."rint, such as blacks, Asians, and aboriginals'o
6. There

/ess

o

19. Many minorities are spoiled; if they really wanted to improve their lives,
they would get jobs and get off welfare.

The Manitoba Ethnocentrism Scale
âre too emotional, and they don't

the Japanese, who are as cruel as they

are ambitious.

)ocentri'sm. Since white Anglophones raised in Christian homes make up the
an ethuusr malority of my tvta"itàba samples, I found it easy to construct
in- and
various
toward
attitudes
their
(Exhibit
1.2)assessing
scale

Exbibit

25

America.o

peoBlack people as a rule are, by their nature, more violent than white
ple are.

l')')(), Âlphas fcll between.85 and.90 at San Francisco State University
.57), the lfniversity of Pittsburgh (N:200), and the University of

10. The people from India who have recently come to Canada have mainly
brought disc,rsc, iguorance, and crirnc with therrt'

(N

,&
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(N:

Houston

8.

101). connections with students'R\ù(A scores equaled.38,

.35, and .46, respectivelY.

th;;

tl.

The Attitudes toward

can help

tims-a

defi nite disconfirmation.

16

Gay-Bashing. ln 7991.I asked 175 Manitoba students and 337 parents
to respond to the following four items abour "gay-bashing": (1) Gays are
dcspicable and disgusting, and deserve to be beaten up. (2) Such attacks are
cowardly, cruel, and totally unjustified. (3) The incidents are mostly the ho-

it'

**
2. The sight of two men kissing does NOT particulârly bother me'o
3, If two homosexuals want to get married, the law should let them'"
4. Homosexuals should be locked up to protect society'

mosexuals' fault, who insist upon meeting in public places and flaunting their
pcrversion. (4) "Gay-bashers" âre far more despicable and disgusting than
Srrys are.

Most subjects disapproved of the crime of gay-bashing. You might expecr
that [{igh RV7As, who tend to say all laws must be obeyed, would be at least
its cttndemning as others of these assaults. But recalling the findings frorn the
'l'rial cases, you might make a smarter prediction. In fact, RWA scores corrclrtcd negatiuely with condemnation of gay-bashing on all the items in both
srrrrrl'rlcrs, thc r's ranging fronr - .26 t<t --..5 l. RNflA correlatcd -.44 wirh thc

for chil5. Homosexuals should never be given positions of trust in caring
dren.
6. I would ioin an organization even though I knew

People should feel sympathetic and understanding of homosexuals, who
are unfairly attacked in our society.o

The original version of the ATH scale was administered for me at the Universities of Pittsburgh and Houston in 1990. The alphas equaled .90 and .9'1,
respectively, with RWA Scale associations of .57 and .71..
On a somewhat related note, Peterson, Doty, and \ù?inter (1,9931 administered five items about AIDS to 278 Michigan students. All the items had
significant correlations with RWA scores, running from .28 to .52. The .52
came from a stâtement that the "AIDS plague had been passed to decent
people." Another item, demanding that everyone with AIDS be quarantined,
correlated .46. A third statement, that "AIDS victims have human feelings,"
had an r of -.43.
Skitka and Tetlock (1993) however found no relationship berween RWA
scores and willingness to fund (hypothetically) AZT trearmenrs for AIDS vic-

Homosexuals Scale

if I

they

Nofe.'Items are answered on a -4 to *4 basis.
o
Item is worded in the contrait direction; the rejecting response is to disagree.
o*
Item 2 will be replaced in the future with "Homosexuals have been treated
unfairly for centuries, and should be treated today the same as everyone else."

"-o.tg

1.. I won't associate with known homosexuals

if rhat's the way

12. Homosexuality is "an abomination" in the sight of God.

177).
I i.,nu. measured this hostility over the years with an Attitudes toward Honroscxuals (ATH) Scale (EOF, p.1.67). See Exhibit L.3 for the latest version.
'['his scale assesses condemning, vindictive, and punitive sentiments toward
In
hr>moscxuals in six of its items, and the opposite attitudes in the other six.
the
.45
on
about
averaged
N{anitoba student samples, interitem connections
original scale, and now land about .50 on the revised version, producing an
alpia of about .92. Correlations with the RWA Scale used to range from .50
,o .e O (f Of, pp. !67,1.76,1'81,183). Now they generally come in over '60'
parerrts of tvianitoba'srudents irave p.rnched up similar results' Wylie and
75 Manitoba adults and an
Fà.est (19921found an ATH alpha of .91

1.3

with a known homo-

10. Homosexuals should be forced to take whatever treatments science can
come up with to make them normal.

Hostility toward Homosexuals. You would probably predict that rightwing authoritarians will also be relatively prejudiced against homosexuals.
Aniyuu would be right. In fa6, RWA scoies may explain hostility toward
g"ys n,,d lesSians betÉr than any other personality variables (EOF' pp' 166-

Exhibit

seen smiling and charting

want to live.*

is different-regardless of race, creed, or color'15

R'!fA correlation of .72.

sexual. *

9. Homosexuals have a perfect right to their lifestyle,

Ageyev, and Abalakina (1,990) found correlations
of .55 with iirp"rng.rn.nr o] Jews in the Soviet Union, and .63 with hostility
toward the many eihnic minoiities making up the USSR at thetime. Duckitt
(1,992) reporred coefficients of .53 to .69 with a variety of anti-black meâsures
among white South Africans.
OvJrall then, the evidence indicates rather solidly that right-wing authoritarians tend to be relatively ethnocentric. If you look over the.range of outgroups displayed in Exhibit 1.2, you can see why I have called High R'WAs
;.q*t-"pportu.tity bigots." Compared with others, they dislike almost every

dlr.*h.r., MiFarlanâ,

group

I wouldn't mind being

27

it had homosexuals in

its membership."
just
7. In many ways, thc AIDS clisc:rsc currcntly killing homoscxuals is
dcscrvc.
what thcy

l"
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sum of opposition to such assaults among the students and

-.41

(1995, also personal communications in ApriI7994) asked their Omaha student sample simply to indicate on a 1-5 scale how hostile they were toward
such targets as atheists, drug users, people on welfare, and the homeless. Small
but significant RWA connections were obtained with all of these targets and
most of the others named.

among the

parents.

you have probably noticed that the R'!74

scale connects somewhat
stronger with ATH than with Ethnocentrism scores. Why should this be?
Well, homosexuals provide an unconventional, socially disreputable (in the
minds of some), relatively powerless minority that one can attack with (selective) biblical authority. The same was once true of Jews, blacks, women, and

Posses. In 1982I began asking subjects just how far they would go to
help the government destroy some group-a fairly direct measure of authoritarian aggression. The current version of this "Posse" measure, in this case
involving the elimination of "radicâIs," appears in Exhibit 1.4.

other groups.
Furthermore, as homosexuals have increasingly "come outr" they seem to
have infuriated authoritarians the way that black Americans did during the
civil rights movement. "Don't these people know they should be ashamed of
what they are?" and "'What makes them think they have the same rights that
'decent people' do?" vrere heard as often in the 1980s about homosexual
protest as they were in the 1960s about black protest. One expects, therefore,
lhut ur homosexuality becomes more socially acceptable in society, someHigh
RWAs will lower their voices. (However, the connection in the public mind
between male homosexuality and AIDS may delay this modulation.)t7

Exhibit

1.4

Tbe Posse against Radicals Scale

Suppose the Canadian government, sometime in the future, passed a law outlawing "radical" political groups in Canada. Government officials then stated
that the law would only be effective if it were vigorously enforced at the local
level, and appealed to every Canadian to aid in the 6ght against all radical political groups.

-4" -

"

Aggression against Women. I have never found that R]ù74 scores correlated with self-reported sexual assaults against women by male Manitoba
introductory psychology students, who acknowledged very few such attacks'18
By contrast, Walker, Rowe, and Quinsey (1993) found an r of .18 between
the R'WA Scale and sexual assaults admitted on the Sexual Experiences Survey
(Koss and Dinero. 1987 ) among 157 university students. The correlation came
in at .43 among 41. nonstudents recruited through posters and employment
centers (lffalker and Quinsey,"l,991,). Also, significant RWA correlations appeared in the whole sample with Malamuth's (1981) Likelihood of Forcing
Sex (.18); Check et al.'s (1985) Hostility toward'$7omen Scale (.36); and
Burt's (1980) Acceptance of Interpersonal Violence Scale (.51), Adversarial
Sexual Beliefs Scale (.48), and Rape Myth Acceptance Scale (.54)'
These trends were replicated by Walker, Rowe, and Quinsey (1993). R\74
scores correlated .35 with admitted acts of sexual aggression on the Sexual
Iixpcriences Survey among 59 students, and .37 among 75 nonstudents. High
l{WA men were also rnore likely, at .53, to report experiencing sex guilt
(Mcrsher, 1988), which usually predicts low levels of sexual behavior. But sex
guilt also correlated positively (.23) with sexual aggression in this study.

the statement is extremely untrue of you.
the statement is very untrue of you.

((

-2" " - 1" "0" :

the statement is moderately untrue of you.
the statement is slightly untrue of you.
the stâtement is neither untrue of you, nor true of you.
the statement is slightly true of you.

the statement is moderately true of you.

+3" :
" +4" "

l.

the statement is very true of you.
the statement is extremely true of you.

I would approve of such a law.

2. I would tell my friends and neighbors it was a good law.
3. I would tell the police about any radicals I knew.
4. I would, if asked by the authorities, keep my "ears open" for any radical
discussions, and report them to the police.

.5. I would, if askcd by the authorities, help hunt down and arrest radicals.

Other Targets. Peterson, Doty, and Winter (1993) found RrÙÛA scores
c:orrclatcd.38 and.56 with setltimcnts that the homeless were "lazy," not
"unlucky." Their University <lf Michigan High RWAs also considered antia[orrion violencc rclative ly jrrstificcl (.21) and felt that envirotrlncntalists who
disrrrptr:rl lrrrsirrt:sscs slrorrltl llc lttrnishctl (.32 ancl ..56). t.cak and l(andall

6. I would

participate in attacks on radical headquarters led by proper au-

thoritics.

7. I wor.rld

supp()rt thc use of physical force to make radicals reveal the
idcrrtity of othcr radicals.

l
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8.

to join this posse (to destroy themselves) than anyone

if the government inI would suPport the execution of radical leaders
Canada'
sisted it was necessary to Protect

p

< .05).

else was

(r

:

'19;

Being Mean-Spirited. Highs' unwitting readiness to crack down on them-

of course, before their hostility toward many others. In 1985 I
.lcveloped a Mean-Spirited Scale (EOf, p. 156) to âssess students' feelings
rrbout peers in high ichool who had made mistakes and suffered afterward
(for exàmple, had .'bad trips" on drugs, or become pregnant). Had their felj,,* ,tud".ttr gotten exactly what they deserved, and had the respondent gottcll a secret pl."tut. at their suffering? In three studies of Manitoba students,
I(VA scorei correlated .31 to .4L with such mean-spirited reactions (EOF,
pp. 154-156,1,73,783). Leak and Randall (1,995l|obtained a similarcorrelrrti<rn of .34 among Creighton students.
sclves fales,

ResponsestothePosseitemshavetendedtointercorrelateabout.60onthe
routinely producing alphas of '90 or higher'
tntt wanted
"";."g",
You may be reassured tJ leàrn that most,pJrticipants-saif 4 and 3'
answered with nothing to do with ,r.À pog'*s' They ttsualfy
cults
religious
or
Éomosexttals
or
But whether th. turg.t, *tË Co'n-unists
reMunitob" students and parents were likely to
or radicals,
"plus"
the
".,thorit",i""
and even to choose
spond with a t.rr r."*"ting ,2,or -1'
The overall R's(A correlations
of
("!flhere do I sign
1\-ontions'
"pl;t;iJ;
181' 183) and have been
by 1987 ranged fro^ .+ito '52 (EOF' pp' t14-117'
replicated many times since'

summary. \(ith a few exceptions, the literature on authoritarian aggresriorr says ,athe, forcefully that High RWAs tend to be hostile when they feel
thcir aitacks are sanctioned by authority. They are highly punitive toward
clinrinals (but show double standards when the criminals are authorities, or
wlrcn the victims of crime represent groups the authoritarian wants to see
srrl'l'cr). High RWAs tried to shock peers more in a fake learning experiment.
'l'lrcy also tend to be the most ethnically and racially prejudiced people in
rrlrrples. They are quite hostile toward homosexuals. High RWA men may

AtSanFranciscoStateUniversityinlgg0R'ùTAScorescorrelated'50with
and Houston
posse-Homosexuals. SÀpf.t fto,,' the Universities of Pittsburgh
respectively' with Posseshowed RWA Scale .o"ltt'iottt of '55 and '61'
Radicals.

LeakandRandall(1995)obtainedPossereactionsfroml3lCreighton

religious cults' and aborUniversity students. Tït;;"#;;tre homosexuals'
respectively' with relative
tionists; R'WA scores lo"tllttd '38, '45' and '44'

willingness to help destroy these groups'
own "avalability heuristic"
when I discovered';;È"h R\res naa their
persecute certain groups' I began
when it came to helping the government
ioixs7As would be willing to help "ride down."

,,r.r.e likely than most to assault women. Right-wing authoritârians would
likcly be the first to help if the government decided to wipe out some group.

[.

'l'lrcy tend to be mean-spirited.
(lrrrclations with such socially sensitive admissions were generally not as
lrigh as those concerning authoritarian submission. Nevertheless, a number
ol rclationships over .50 have appeared.

searching for rargets

before samples in new.versions of the
So I dangled.igr,t-*iniî;;i;"1p;es
more willing
"i&.
posse measure. But rrJ?ô ruvnr,^not Lows, proveôsignificantly
Party'
Credit
Social
the
gou"'n*tni destroy
i,i'îirli.tt zzwillingito help aPi'ry,
Progressive
mainstream
the
and even
the Confederation
"?'i;g-;t
consistently refused to ioin a posse
party
iirtrfAs
Low
i.
ô"rï"a".
Conservative
Manitoba students in introductory
afrer anyone. tn l"rru"if ïggô r"rk"a 300
help persecute a certain kind of
psychology t o* *iLfî"'g i-rtty *ttfa be to

( )NVI'N'I'IONALISM

'l'lre l($7A Scale's connection with adherence to "proper" social conventions
Jrrrs bcen firmly established in certain religious connotations. Highs have
tentlcrl to adhere to more traditional religious teachings, with all their do's
nrrtl clon'ts, in every religion that has been appreciably represented in nearly
evrry sarnple I have ttuài.d. The correlation between authoritarianism and
lrol.iing conventional religious beliefs has averaged about .50 among Manir,,lrs ,ii,,lcnrs and parentr. Wyti. and Forest \1,992) found a similar value of
,42 iunong Manitoba adults.
As wcll, continued acceptance correlated .36 with authoritarianism at
SIINY-l\rtsclam in 1989, and .50 at Tulane, .60 at San Francisco State Univerrity, .57 at tlre tlniversity of Pittsburgh, and .54 at the University of Hous-

personalitY:
Suppose the Canadian government'

eliminate

ti*t in the future'

passed a law to

.:9Tt
are people who
rigfrt-*i,,8îo'iotii"'i"nt" (Right-wing authoritarians
and so conventional

are so submissive to authority, so authoritariariaggressive,

thattheymayPoseathreatto.democ.aticrule')Gwernmentofficialsstatedthat
the law would onlY be effective ' ' '

Perhapsbecausetheyrealizedtheobviouslyself-incriminatingimplications'

rlleîn was only 15'5' out of a
people did not l.ap ai this opportunity' Thc
i'rcrcsr irr hclpi'g pcrsecutc I lighs,
possible range of o-.sq. r.,* ririvn't hacl '.
still terrtled v>l'tc more willi'g
l{wAs
I liglr
arrcl ncitlrcr cli.l r Iirlr.,riul,,lt,1. t ,,,

tort

lm

in

1990.
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17. Jesus was crucified, died, and was buried, but on the third day he arose
from the dead.

A more detailed understanding of this endorsement in Christian popula-

tions has been available through the Christian Orthodoxy (CO) Scale (Fullerton and Hunsberger, 1982)-shown in Exhibit 1.5 with less sexist wording
than the original version.le Most of this scale is based on the Nicene Creed,
which, dating back some 1,600 years, seems to qualify as a traditional belief
system. As is often true with religious measures, the CO items show tremendous levels of intercorrelation, usually averaging over .60, producing alphas
of .98! (We are, after all, measuring the most thoroughly taught ideology in
our society.)
Exhibit

1.5

18. In all likelihood there is no such thing
us

will

4.

as Jesus

of Nazareth, he is dead now and

never walk the earth again.+

)", Jesus' death on the cross, if it actually occurred, did nothing in and of
itself to save humanity.o
23. There is really no reason to hold to the idea that Jesus was born of a
virgin. Jesus' life showed better than ânything else that he was exceptional, so why rely on old myths that don't make any sense.o

simply a recent development in the process of animal evolution'o

The Bible is the word of God given to guide humanity to grace and sal-

immortal soul in

20. Jesus miraculously changed real water into real wine.
21. There is a God who is concerned with everyone's actions.

1. God exists as Father, Son, and Holy Spirit.
2. Humans are not a special creâture made in the image of God; we are
Jesus

as a God-given

that lives on after death.o

19. If there ever wâs such a person

The Reuised Christian Orthodoxy Scale

3.

33

24. The Resurrection proves beyond a doubt that Jesus was the Christ or

Christ was the divine Son of God.

Messiah of God.

Note: Items are answered on a - 4 to * 4 basis.
* Item is worded in the contrait direction; the orthodox response is
ro disagree.

vation.
5. Those who feel that God answers prayers are iust deceiving themselves's
6.

is ridiculous to believe that Jesus Christ could be both human and divine.o

It

7. Jesus was

RWA scores have correlated positively with every item on this scale in all
tlrc samples I know of. That is, authoritarian Christians tend to believe all oI
tlrcsc teachings more than nonauthoritarian Christians and others do. The
ItWA association with CO has run abouf .50 among Manitoba students and
l)nrents. It came in at .68 in the Tulane sample.
Sinrilarly, Rubinstein (1996) discovered strong ties between RWA scores
ntttl orthodox religious beliefs among both Jewish and Palestinian students in
lslrrcl. Orthodox Jews scored significantly higher than did traditional Jews,
wlro in turn placed higher than secular Jews. The same pattern appeared
.unonlj the Palestinian students regarding Islam. The (eta-squared) estimates
rrl' vrriance shared were 37"A and 507", respectively, analogous to correla-

born of a virgin.

important book of moral teachings, but it was no
more inspired by God than were many other books in the history of humanity.o

8. The Bible may be an

9. The concept of God is an old superstition that is no longer needed to
explain things in the modern era.o
10. Christ

It.

will return to earth

someday.

Most of the religions in the world have miracle stories in their
traditions, but there is no reason to believe any of them are true, including those found in the Bible.*

tirrtts <rf ,61, and .7L.

l,crrk and Randall (1995) turned up significant

12. God hears all our prayers,
L3. Jesus may have been a great ethical teacher' as other people have been
in history, but he was not the divine son of God."

t4.

RIfA correlations in their

ircig,hton University sample with all eight items of a Religious Attitudes Scale
t'orrrposecl to measure Fowler's (1981) theory of faith development (for exânrple, "l bclieve totally [or almost totally] the teachings of my church"). The
rrlrrtiorrship over all eight items equaled .51. They also found R'WA relationrlrips witlr â measure based on Fowler's analysis of "religious maturity." In a
lldt lrnr rcrrriniscclrt of the connection with (Kohlberg-type) "unsophisticated"
nrrrrrrl rcirs<rning (R\VA, pp. 192-196), Highs tended to endorse "stage 2"
ntll "sl:r11,c .1" staternents (such as "To me, God is much like a parent, someone
wlro rt'w;rrcls g,o<lcl actions antl prrnislrcs bad onesr" and "I believe that God
(

God made man of dust in God's own image and breathed life into him.

15. Through the life, death, and resurrection of Jesus, God provided a way
for the forgiveness of humanity's sins.

16. Despite what many pcoplc believc, thcrc is no sttch thing as a God who
is awarc of our irctions.*

ln
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which now included, before each item, the average answer it had received
from the whole sample on the first go-around. I explained, "Many students
wonder how their atritudes compâre with those of others . . . you may take
into account the average response printed alongside each statemenr, or you
may ignore it completely."
Both Low and High RrfAs, who were by definition equally distant from
the average scores, moved a little toward the center on the retest. But the

faithful friend and companion who knows me deeply and totally"). The
R'S7A-stage 2 and -stage 3 connections were .46 and .55.
Persons familiar with research on the psychology of religion, and its pain,
know this is the plane where mainly reign Gordon Allport's Intrinsic Orientation and Daniel Batson's Quest Scales. Again, a number of studies have
linked these scales with RVA scores, as we shall see in Chapter 6.20
is my

Adherence to Traditional Sex Roles. Several studies have found that rightwing authoritarians tend to endorse traditional sex roles. I uncovered RWA
Scale correlations of .59 among 200 female Manitoba students, and .60
among 135 males, with Spence and Helmreich's (1978) Attitudes toward
'Women Scale in 1,991,.The figures for 265 mothers and 230 fathers were .59
and .52, respectively. The strongest relationships erupted with "'Women
should worry less about their rights and more about becoming good wives
and mothers" and "A woman should not expect to go to exactly the same
places or to have quite the same freedom of action as a man."
Walker and Quinsey (1'991) in turn found a correlation of .78 between
RWA scores and Kalin and Tilby's (1'978) Sex Role Ideology Scale among
rheir 157 student and 41 nonstudent males. This test has items such as "The
husband should be regarded as the legal representative of the family group in
all matters of law" and "A wife's activities in the community should complement her husband's position."
Leak and Randall (1,995) similarly discovered a link of .28 among 95
Creighton females, and .44 among 42 males, with Burt's (1980) Sex-Role
Stereotypes measure. Typical items state, "There is something wrong with a
woman *ho do"ttt't want to marry and raise a family," and "It is better for
a woman to use her feminine charm to get what she wants rather than ask
for it outright." In addition, authoritarianism correlated .41 and .61', respectively, with females'and males'responses to Burt's (1980) Sexual Conservatism measure (which includes items such as "A nice woman will be offended
or embarrassed by dirty jokes").
Dianne Stober and Pauline Clance (personal communication, 1995) found
that RWA scores correlated .70 with a balanced twenty-item scale measuring
hostile attitudes toward and a backlash against feminists (for example, "Feminism contributes to the breakdown of family values in this country"). The
subjects were 158 adults waiting for possible jury duty in a Georgia city. I
found a correlation of .40 among 184 Manitoba students in October 1995.
Outside North America, McFarland, Ageyev, and Abalakina (1990) found
RWA scores correlated .39 with five items assessing the role of women in the
Soviet Union.

Highs shifted more than rwice as much as the Lows (p

< .001).

The difference

could not be explained in rerms of regression roward fhe mean (EOF,
pp.310-311).
I got around ro repearing this study with 243 Manitoba studenrs in the fall
of 1993, only this time I used the Attitudes towârd Homosexuals scale shown
irr Exhibit 1.3. Lows'mean score rose from 26.8to27.8 (p <.40).Highsirrst as far from the round-one average as the Lows-dropped from 56.7 to

s2.3 (p < .001).
This greater sensitivity to norms (in the descriptiue sense), even on an issue
such as homosexuality, can be traced to Highs' greater desire to be normal.
lrr 1 985 I asked 168 Manitoba studenrs and 270 parenrs to rank "normalify"
rrnd nine other values. In both samples, right-wing authoritarians tended to
givc normality higher marks than others did (EOn pp. 31L-312).

Oonformity to Traditional Practices. Emma Clapham (personal commuoctober 13, 7994) administered the RWA Scale and the Attitudes
trwrrrcl Treatmenr Questionnaire to 97 direct-care staff working in English
tttcnfal hospitals. She found a correlation of .64 between being authoritarian
nrrrl holding "organic" (as opposed to "psychological") theories of therapy.
( )rglnic clinicians believed in "keepirrg discipline
on the ward," "making sure
lhc pirticnts don't have time to think about their problemsr,, ..having a ward
urg,irnizcd according to strict rules," and keeping nurses from ever disagreeing
witlr cklctors in front of patients.
rricrrri<rn,

Alhercnce to Social Norms of Distibutiue

lustice. McFarland,

Ageyev,

nrrrl Ahalakina-Paap (1,992) compared Americans'and Russians'beliefs about
Iurw thc ncccssities of life should be distributed. They surveyed both a quota
rnrrrlrlc of 163 Muscovires in May and June 1991, and "opporruniry samples"

ul '17 Kurtucky and 182 New Mexico adults. In Russia, R'wA scores correlatr.l ..1(', with bclief in "equality"-rhe official (if thoroughly abused) prinlple t hat cvcryone in a communist stare should ger rhe same share of thè pie.
hr tlre lJrritcrl states, RWA scores connected -.36 with endorsement of equal-

t

lly, lnstc;rrl, Arrrcricirn arrthoritarians liked "laissez-faire individualism" (.22),
ttnrr tlrc Arrrcricarr iclcal, which l(ussian l-lighs rejectecl (-.34). The authors

Conforntity to ()roup Nr.rruns. In 19113 I gavc the R'WA Scale to a batch
of Manit1lllrr srudt:nrs. 'l'hc folkrwing wcck I rskccl thcrrr to rellttswcr tltc test,

ln
i
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Low RWAs tendto like Democrats, while the Republican Party
p.221). Doty and Larsen (7993) even
found that High R'WA Michigan students responded physiologically to slides
simply showing Ronald Reagan and George Bush. (They also turned on ar
the sight of a Mercedes-Benz.)
Several studies on other continents have found the same RWA-party pattcrn. Feather (L993) found authoritarian Australian adults tended (.22) to
support the right-wing Liberal Party rather than the Labour Party. In Israel,
Itubinstein (1996) discovered High RIflA Jewish srudenrs tended to identify
with the right-wing and religious parties. In turn, Palestinian Highs also
tcnded to support "extreme right-wing parties-most of them religiously funhas found that

observed that in both nations, High R\WAs were likely to accept the "conventional philosophy" of the society.2l

tends to win the hearts of Highs (RWA,

on "Conseruatism" Scales. Tarr and Lo11 (1'991,) administered
Conservatism Scale to 339 students in the eastern
(sociopolitical)
Lorr's
such things as support for strong armed forces
test
assesses
Thit
it"trr.
United
ancl loyalty tests, and opposition to socialized medicine and limitations on the
Fcdcral B.rreau of tnveifigation. RWA scores correlated .57 with being conScores

scrvative.

They also administered Lorr's Rule Bound versus Rule Free test, which
rncasures acceptance of the rules of society and the importance of being convcntional. The link with RWA scores equaled .59.
ln a promising attempt to understand ionservatism, Paul Trapnell (personal
.o--uni.otionl;oly tl9S7 g ue the RWA Scale and eight-item measures of
of psychàlogical conservatism to TL2tJniversity of British
six different
"rp..t,
Columbia ,tud..ttr. Hé found authoritarianism correlated .41' with Intrinsic
Religiosity, .45 with Authority, .52 with Punitiveness, .39 with sexual constraint, .62 withTraditionalism, and '50 with Propriety'
Finally, David Lykken (personal communication, March L4,1'994) found
.urr"l"iion of .7à between RWA scores and the Traditionalism Scale of the
"Multidimensional Personality Questionnaire among 1,364 twins.

elamentalist." The eta-squared values were 1.7"/" and 34%", respectively, anal(,lious to correlations of .41 and.58. (The relationships are probably high in
lsrael because religion mixes strongly with politics there, as it increasingly
rlocs in the United States.)

'l'he most interesting studies of right'wing authoritarianism and political
rrffiliation, for my money, have been carried out by McFarland and his assor'iittes in the former USSR and Russia. McFarland, Ageyev, and Abalakina
(1990) found that High RNTAs in their samples tended to supporr the "distinctly conservative" Pamyat group and the Communist Party in 1989. The
Brf rnc authors in L992 reported that RIVA scores still predicted support for
lrlrd-line Communists (including a leader of the failed August 1991 coup).
llrrris Yeltsin was favored by Lows. In 1995 McFarland, Ageyev, and Djintchru'rr(lzc reported that they still found RWA correlations of about .30 with
rul)port for the Communists (and Russian nationalism), and dislike for denrocrilcy, among 440 Muscovites interviewed four months before the battle
nt the White House in October 1993. But Lows' support for Yeltsin had
rlnrpllcd rnarkedly, as his commitment to democracy appeared to weaken.
()vcr the course of these three studies, correlations between RVTA scores
nrrtl support for Communism dropped f.rom .69 to .38. It could be that many
ol tlrc lligh RWAs who used to back the Communists have gone over to

Support for Political Parties. High R'l(/As have shown a consistent but
uru"ity *.âk t.r,d..,cy to support right-wing, political parties. In English,pcaking Canada, people who like the Progressive Conservative Party almost
!.or. higûËr overall in right-wing authoritarianism than those who
"i*ny,
favoi the more centrist Liberal Party. Liberals in turn usually score higher
rfiau rhgse who side with the socialist New Democratic Party. But these relati<>nships, found among university students from ontario to British colum5ia, fouri4 among Maniio6a parents, and found in two random samples of
Mlrlitgbans fr<lm votcr lists, have typically been small, analogous to correlrttiotrs <rf .20 to.30 (RWA, pp. 203-204,209-2'11,221-222lr'
lnterest iu politics turns oui to be an important moderator here, however'
A sizablc n,",rr'tb". <>f rrty rcsponderlts report they have little or no interest in
politics. \flhc1 you sct thcir ,i"t" t,, thc side, and look instead at iust the people
*1.,., s;"y they arc inrcrcstcd in politics, who presumably-know better what the
*,.,ri f,rr, t6c I(VA crrir'ections with party preference prove substan(R W^, p1t. 22l-222). Iltrt onc can still dig up lots of exceptions.
,iclrcr
ii,rlly
'rrrti(:s
ull'i',trias arc fasci::ts! Ilut authoritarian people do tend to
sttying
Ltrrt ttot

nÈtionalists, Czarist, religious, and anti-Semitic parties. But it could also mean
a wider range

lltut, its democratic reforms fail, the Communists are attracting
ol slrl)portcrs and could become the major opposition.

Nrtrtb American Lawmakers. In 1979 I asked Manitoba srudenrs to rolepley thc :rnswers that New Democratic (NDP), Liberal, and Progressive Conrcrvativc nrcmbers of the House of Commons would give to the RWA Scale
(r{ W4, pp.223-224).'z2 They produced substantial differences in the predicalrle tlircction, with an eta-squared <>f 157" among the caucuses, correspond-

likc tlrc cotrscrvrttivc l)ill'ti(rs ilt (larlrtdl.

irr the sirnplcr two-pllrty Amcrican political
Sirtrrl;rr rt.srtlts L,tu,' ,',p1',,,,,rt:cl
'lr,r*
lookt'tl rll l)ilrty prcfcrctrcc (to nry knowleclge)
tllti

Itrg

sylit.1t. l,lvcry sttrrly

ln
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corrclation of .39.
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Furthermore, you can find correlations ouer .60 on most of the pages of this
review. (You will have trouble finding many psychological tests that have
produced such strong relationships with such an array of variables.)
True enough, nearly all of these findings involved otber paper-and-pencil
measures, which are easier to correlate to a survey than more important behaviors such as voting or assaulting (Mischel, 1968, p.78). Also, a lot of the
connections might seem to be "catching fish in a barrel." Most notably, who
can be surprised at RïfA Scale relationships with religious variables, given
the extent to which the R'!(A Scale has "found religion"-and includes religious issues in many of its items?
But a lot of the paper-and-pencil criteria represented sentiments and attitudes and inclinations and affiliations that have their own independent relevance. And anyone who thinks two measures will correlate just because they
âppear in the same booklet has not tried it very often.

canadian
This experiment led me ro unclertake four studies involving actual
role-playing
the
suggested
which
(EoF,
pp.
242-25.2),
1p-uir,.iat1 lawmakers
,tud.rrt, had gotten it *rong. îhey had greatly underestimated the actual
differences in authoritarianism among the various caucuses'
In the Manitoba legislature, the Tôry sample mean was twice as high as
with
that of the NDP (no Liberals sat in the Legislative Assembly at the time),
trifling
a
was
but
correlation
point-biserial
The
no ou"rl"p in the distributions.
.qt- So,,'Ë overlap did appear in the Ontario assembly, but the_NDP-LiberalConservativ. *."16 lineJup as expected and eta-squared equaled 43o/o,analogout * a correlation of .62. gritiih Columbia (then with no Liberals)resemùiJ vr".rltoba, with the Social Credit caucus scoring twice as tigh as the

The New
NDPers, with no overlap, and the correlation a noteworthy .85.
order'
NDP-Liberal-Conservative
familiar
the
prod.ried
Brunswick House
T jberal and Tory camps' Eta-squared
between
overlap
with appreciable
proved-i9"Â, corresponding to an r of ,54' .
provThe RWA correlaiion *ith left versus right caucuses âcross the four

Item Analyses. I am sure that earlier I hid from you my pleasure at the
l{WA Scale's internal consistency. A relatively cohesive measure does many
things for you, including protecting you from "discovering" tautological rehtionships. Take those fish in the barrel above. It could be that the RWA
nssr.rciations we discovered with religious variables merely resulted from the
lcligion-related items on the authoritarianism measure. We would then have
rncrely discovered that if you ask people how religious they are on one scale,
nnd then ask them how religious they are on another measure, the two sets
of answers will covary, quite amazingly. (Do not laugh. This happened with
rrt least one measure of conservatism [RWA, pp.213a1,\.)
l{owever, in every instance in which I have found R'WA Scale connections
with acceptance of traditional beliefs, Christian Orthodoxy scores, and other
nrcrrsures to be discussed in Chapter 6, all or nearly all of the items on the
ItWA Scale had significant correlations with the religious variable. It was not
jrrst a trivial religion-religion hookup, although naturally the RWA Scale
iterns touching on religion usually had stronger ties with the religious criteria. Instead we had an autboritarian submission-autboritarian aggressiont ttnucntionalism correlation with religion. That is, we found a connection
Irctwcen rigbt-wing authoritarianism, the (whole) construct we âre investi-

social sciences.
inces was .87, one of the strongest findings ever obtained in the

inconclusive studies of American state legislatures.
Republicans scored nonsignificantly higher than
senate,
Minnesota
In the
versus
Democrats. The california legislature produced a sizable Democrat
senators,
Republican correlation of .59. Not enough Mississippi Republican
nor connecticut Democraric senators, responded to permit meaningful anal-

I then .or,âucted four

yses.

Strmmary. Many studies, approaching the issue from many angles' have
f.tr'd that RWA scores predict ônventional behavior. Extensive connections
cxist with traditional ,.ligious beliefs and views of the sexes. High RWAs

norms and
hrrvc also conformed more to group averages, and embraced social

traclirional ir-rstiturional practices more. They score higher on various meatend to support or belong to right-wing political
srrros of conservatism,
"rrd
ctiscovered to date have been extraordinarily

f"lrti.*. Sone of the reiationships
powcrful.23

(:()N(:t.usIoNs RIr.(;^l{DING THll RwA scatn''s EMPIRICAL vALIDITY
W[c1 it comcs to connecting with behaviors that smack of authoritarian subfar
rnissi.n, atrt6oritaria,, aggrJssi,rn, and conventionalism, the studies thus
validity'2a
empirical
meaningful
has
sccrn ro inclicate that tt"t.'-iiWn Scalc

grrting, and these religious behaviors.
As well, all (or nearly all) of the R.tù(/A Scale items also significantly correletetl with the Government Injustices, Trials, "electric shock," and even the
gerreral political party preference results (RWA, pp.206-207), and almost
every ()thcr critcrion variable I have used in my research program. Generally,
the rubole scale bas linked up with the criterion measures of authoritarian
sulttttissiort, autboritarian ag,grcssion, and conuentionalism in my studies.

perMischel (l96tl) otrcc ttbscrvcd (unfairly,l think: RWA, pp' 7-10) that
behaviors''!7ell'
criterion
with
.30
itll<lvc
son:rlity tcsts Iln]ost ttt vcr corrclatc
than that'
1tr:rrly ,rll ,rf the cgrrclrrtigtrs 6tr tlrc prcccclilg pâllcs came in highcr
landed in
variaIlcs,
6f
r:rnge
rr
clrritc
a.r,,r:;
lrr l,rit rrrest ol tlrc rrss<rci;rti,,,,*,
rclrttiotrships."
"strollg
c:all
oftcrr
sr'icrrlists
tlrr. .40- .(r0 rl'.r:rirr rhrrt lrcllrviorrrl
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(Again, you

will

have trouble finding many other scales that have demon-

strated this.)

'why Do Authoritarian submission, Autboritarian Aggression, and conuentiinalism Couary? The network of correlations between the items on the
RWA Scale and the criterion behaviors, like the correlations among the items
themselves, demonstrates that authoritarian submission, authoritarian ag.orru.rrtionalism do covary, in many places around the world'
gression,
'!7hy should
"ndthis be so?
Well, one can readily see why authoritarian submission and conventionalism would go rogerhe;. Usually, established authorities promote the social
conventions thatinake them esiablished authorities. But why should people
who submit the submission and convenf the conventions also be so aggressive

in the name of that âuthority? The simplest and most data-blessed explanation
to date has built upon Bandura's social learning theory'
Bandura (1973) believes aggressive behaviors are instigated by some aversive stimulus, but a4ed our ;;ly if the inhibitions against aggression can be
overcome. One can imaginc many kinds of painful stimuli (such as guilt, ang.r,
envy) and disin"hibitors isuch as drunkenness, deindividuation, and
".,,1 of iesponsibility in a group). All of these may play their part in one
Jliffrrion
act of authoritarian aggiessio.t or ânother. But the principal instigator and
releaser appear to be féàr and self-righteousness (EOf, pp.1,24-L28).
Highly^submissive, highly .orru.rriion"l persons have invested a lot in the
,roruI quo. They perceivà *"u.s of rebellion and sin constantly shrinking their
island àf ,.rp".tâbl. stability, especially if they feel personally vulnerable to
attack in a iisintegrating, increasingly lawless society. The classic responses
to strong fear, after all, are "Fight" or "Run away! Run 1Y^yl"
Submissive, conventional people could be particularly likely to think they
see
are the good guys, the righteàur, God" "designated hitters," because they
life'
in
authorities
themseËes al'iied with Àe established, morality-deciding
One can readily see why they might think of themselves as the "Moral Ma-

jority."
In 1985-86 I ran four "pitting experiments" to see which of many possible
explanations could best u.io,rnifor authoritarian aggression. I measured fear
wiih a Likert-type instrument, the Fear of a Dangerous lforld Scale' I assessed

self-righteous..ss by asking subjects to evaluate someone who scored lout on
the RfrA Scale. (This -"yi..- unfair to Highs. But I had established earlier
that, while Low R\wAs evaluated Low and High RwA targets equally, Highs
.orrsid.red someone like thcmselves vastly superior to someone with opposing
opinions.)
'In

these pitting experiments, which involvccl a sample <rf 346 parents as
rW<lrlcl corrclatcd between
well as n""ily 1,30t) sir,.l,,rrts, Fclr <lf a l)nngcnltrs

.24 and .40 with various measures of authoritarian aggression (Attitudes
toward Homosexuals, Trials, Ethnocentrism, and several Posses). Selfrighteousness in turn correlated .26 to .55 with these measures. More important, combining their effects explained a substantial amount of the RVA
Scale's relationship with authoritarian aggression. None of the other explanations could do nearly as much (EOF, pp. 166-186).2s
So anger, envy, pain, drunkenness, deindividuation, and diffusion-not to
mention the greatest disinhibitor of all, safety from retaliation-may cause
some acts of authoritarian aggression. But, by and large, fear puts the High
R!7A's finger on the trigger, and self-righteousness releases the safety.
By way of cross-validation, data on these measures were collected for me
at the Universities of Pittsburgh and Housron in 1990. At both sites, Fear of
a Dangerous World and Self-Righteousness explained RWA ties with Attitudes toward Homosexuals, Trials, Ethnocentrism, and Posse-Radicals as well
as, or better than, they had in Manitoba.
DEMOGRAPHIC RELATIONS WITH THE RWA SCALE

Gender. I know of only one study rhar uncovered a gender difference in
RWA scores: Rubinstein (1996). Otherwise, women have always equaled men
in overall authoritarian attitudes.

Age. A number of studies have found that older adults usually score
higher on the tesr rhan young adults, which could be due to cross-secrional
differences or longitudinal change. I shall postpone rhis discussion until Chapter 3.
Education. University students differ little among themselves in educational attainment, so there is no risk that findings obtained with students have
been confounded by years of schooling. On the other hand, many studies of
nonstudent samples have shown that authoritarians tend to be less educated.
But the RrVA-education relationships have almost always ranged between.20
and .30. Controlling for this connection reduces RVA-criterion coefficients
very little.

lntelligence. On a related note, I have never found that RITA scores correlate with grades obtained in university courses. Also, no connection appeared with a rneasure of general intellectual ability, the Wonderlic Intelligence Test, among 185 Manitoba studenrs (RWA, p. 325). However, Lykken
(personal commuuication, March '14, 19941 reported that scores on the
Weschler Adult Intclligcnce Survcy corrclarcd -.34 with R!74 scores among

42

Previous

The Authoritarian Specter

Research 43

Social Dominance. Early in 1993 Felicia Pratto at Stanford University sent
me â paper describing an admirable array of thirteen studies she and her
colleagues had done toward developing a Social Dominance Orientation Scale
(personal communication, January 10,1993). This test (at the time) consisted
of ten items measuring American nationalism and eighteen others assessing
opposition to greater equality in the United States. (The nationalism items
were subsequently dropped, and the published Social Dominance Scale consists of sixteen statements assessing attitudes toward equality: Pratto et al.,

g3 females, and -.61. among 47 males, drawn from the twins-reared-apart
pool of the Minnesota Twin StudY.
OTHER FINDINGS \XTTH THE RWA SCALE

A number of index cards still lay on the desk before me whose findings do
not seemto bear upon the RWA Scale's construct validity. I shall briefly present th€m now, to clear the decks for Chapter 2.

1994.)

The Enuironmental Mouement. Schultz and Stone (1.9941 found rightwing authoritarians tended ftot to be "tree-huggersr" at least aS measured by
the iwelve-item New Environmental Paradigm Scale (Dunlap and van Liere,
1978). The r among 87 studenrs ar rhe university of Maine equaled -.54.
peterson, Doty, anJ'Winter (1993) in turn found positivg R]ù/A correlations
among Z7A Michigan students with seven statements belittling the environmenri movement;but nothing significant with six others. (Three of the "noshows,' involved punishing poilutàtr, a case where Highs' apparent dislike for
the environmental movemint could be offset by their general punitiveness')

Pratto administered the RWA Scale and these twenty-eight items to 97 San
Jose State University students in April 1,992, and (surprisingly) found no links
between the two measures. As these students (like Leak and Randall's [1995])
had answered a very long booklet, which tends to promote careless responding, I administered the two scales to a sample of 1,87 Manitoba students in
early March 1993. RIfA correlated .38 with the sum of the (anti-)equal items
(nnd .45 with the sum of the nationalism statements). Moreover, the (anti-)
cquality scores correlated much better with answers to my Ethnocentrism
Scale (.71) than the R'u7A Scale did (.48).

stun you, but High RWAs tend to be opposed
to abortion. Some Lou,,; do, too, depending on the circumstances, so the overall relationships have been less than majestic. For example, I asked 238 Manitoba studend in 1990 to indicate how important the rights of the fetus' the
mother, the father, and the rest of society were in cases of abonion, by allocating a total of 100 "\,otes" among these four. Nearly all of the votes were
: .41) and
cast flr the ferus and the morher, with Highs favoring the fetus (r
parents
brought in
4gL
with
Lows favoring the mother (-.39). A replication

The "Big Fiue." Goldberg administered the RufA Scale and his 235-item
rncilsure of the "Big Five" personality factors to 503 Oregon students (Goldlrcrg and Rosolack, 1,991,). R!7A scores correlated -.30 with Factor V, which
Itas been interpreted as Intellect or Openness and Culture. It also correlated
.2.1 with Factor III, Conscientiousness, and ,1,4 with Factor I (Surgency/Extravcrsion).
l)rofessor Goldberg was kind enough to send me the 235 RITA-item corrclations. Only 3 of these exceeded .30r Highs said they were not "philo-

Abortion. I doubt this

$,i11

;ophicalr" were "conformingr" and were "non-introspective." Another 20
itcnrs had correlations in the .20s; but only (not) "introspecrive" and (not)
" lrroird-minded" exceeded .24.
l lowever, Trapnell found a much higher correlation (-.57) among 722
thrivcrsity of British Columbia students between the R.WA Scale and "Facor
V" scorcs obtained with a different measure of the Big Five: Costa and
McCrae's Revised NEO Personality Inventory. Trapnell (personal commutticirri<rn, May 4,1996) kindly sent me the RWA correlations with the 48
NliO iterns measuring "Openness." The highest correlation (-.50) was obtsinccl with an item from the "Values facet" of Openness: "I believe we should
look to our religious authorities for decisions on moral issues." This statenrcrtt! of coursc, closely resembles some Rri(A Scale items. Of the twelve next
lriglrcst corrclations (all in the - .30s), fivc also came from the "Values facet."
llrrl sornc intriguing connccti()ns with the "Aesthetics facet" (e.g. "Poetry has

similar values of .37 anC - .37.
Moghaddam and vuksanovic (1990) involved 74 Montreal pro-life activists in*one of their stuclies. The pro-lifers' mean of 220 on the RITA Scale
ranks as about the highest group score ever found.

Drugs. As with abortion, High RwAs tend to be definitely

against

,,drugs," while Lows' attitudes depend on what drugs and circumstances you
àÉing about. peterson, Doty, and Winter (1993) administered seven
"r.
items about America's drug proble m to 257 Michigan students. They found
R!74 correlations from.19-to.48, including one of .37 with desire for a
"Rambo-like crusade" against drtlgs. Debra Cornrer (personal communication, January 25,1993) i'und I.ligh RWAs (r = .241tc'clcd to fav.r workplu.. d.ug testinl;; but thcrc wns rlo rclations[rip witlr sclf-rcportcd illicitdrug
usc .tmong hcr l{ol'strrr tJnivcrsity s,ttttplc.
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other research programs have, that personality counts. I noted a few pages
back that this was seriously doubted following Mischel's critique in 1968. But
here we have a personality construct that connects and explains many differ-

little or no effect on me") and the "Ideas facet" (..g. "I find philosophical
arguments boring") also appeared.
'S0e are reaching the end of the trail'
Small and Nonexistent Relationships.
but apparently "there'" Others
wispy
follow
are
Some of the relationships that
challenged."
are profoundly "significance
Fâather (1,993) iound that Australian nonstudent Highs tended to favor
;.Tall boppi.s"-people who had achieved a lot in Iife (r = .23).
rewarding
In a seiies of stuâËs involving over a thousand students, Hunsberger and
his associates (for example, Huniberger, Pratt, and Pancer, 1.994) have found

ent attitudes and behaviors-and not iust theoretically, but empirically, often

powerfully, and in many places around the world.
The "connecting" particularly fetches me. lVhat links trusting Nixon during
Watergate, hating homosexuals, opposing abortion, liking hospitals run in
traditional ways, thinking blacks are nâturally violent, blaming our social
problems on the Bill of Rights, being religious, and so on? To surprisingly
large degrees, authoritarianism lay beneath all of these.
To my reflexively reductionist, not-New Age, linear way of thinking, this
discovery takes us a goodly stride forward. A lot of complexity has been
explained by one thing. A cohesive mass of comprehension, one which social
learning theory seems best able to accommodate (EOF, chapters 4 and 5), is

that RITA scores .or."i"t. about -.20 to -.30 with cognitive complexity
(Baker-Brown et al., 1,9921.
Perrott (1991) founcl that Halifax police officers did not score high on the
RWA Scale as â group.
I found R\7A iesponses to be correlated - .29 witbHumanism scores, and
.30 with Normativè scores on stone's (198S) modification of Tomkin's Polarity scale, answered by 155 Manitoba students in February L993.
nillingr, buastello, and Rieke (1993) sought the R'!fA Scale's relation_ships
with Ca-ttell, Eber, and Tatsuoka's (1970) Sixteen Personality Factor Questionnaire. Tirey reported only four of the sixteen correlations, ranging from
.22 to .36. Hign RWns were described as being low in imagination, high in
conscientiousriess, low in self-sufficiency, and high in closed-mindedness.
Stone and Schultz (1992), resurrecting an old California Fascism Scale
(F Scale) issue, found that High RlrAs performed like other subiects in a "low
àgo-i.ruolu.-ént" run of the Einstellung Water Jar problems (in which subhave to abandon a rule they have developed for solving.simple matheiJcts
'Àatical
problems, because it will no longer *oik). But Highs did significantly
worse than others when the situation was more ego-involving. (see Brown,
1953.) I have since twice replicated the latter finding'
Leriyo,, think that ,u..yihing rurns out "p ( .05"_in our subiect pool, the
R\y/A Scate has had nonsiinificant correlations with Snyder and Gangestad's
(1986) Self-Monitoring SJale, the UCLA Loneliness Scale (Russell, Peplau,
àrrd é.rtro.ra, 1980), Rosenberg's (1965) Self-Esteem Scale, Taylor and
Altman's $gâq Self-Disclosure Scale, Fenigstein, Scheier, and Buss's (1,975)
an
Self-consciousness scale, ilfeld's (1,976) Psychiatric symptom Index, and
Imand
Self-Deception
Paulhus's
early (BIDR-6, Form 40a) version of Del
pression Management scales (personal communication, November 1989; Impression Management had a signiÊcant r : '23)'

accreting.

Oh, I know as a card-carrying social psychologist that personal authoritarianism will interact with situational factors. No one, I hope, expects High
ItVAs always to submit to authority or to betray their dislike of minorities
indiscriminately. But the research indicates that in many contexts, it matters
a lot how authoritarian people happen to be. It matters who we are.
I(/hich has, at least, given me something to talk about in the "personality
scction" of introductory psychology besides Freud. Speaking of whom . . .

lsn't This Really Just the "Berkeley Theory"?
One can find a certain resemblance between the pioneering "Berkeley theory"
of authoritarianism and mine, â connection that is entirely azcoincidental. If
yrrrr look on page 228 of The Authoritarian Personality (Adorno et al., 1950),
you will see that the first three clusters of the Berkeley model were "Convenli<lnalism," "Authoritarian Submissionr" and "Authoritarian Aggression."
Six to nine additional clusters follow these three, depending on how you
c(,unt. (Is "Destructiveness and Cynicism" one thing or fwo?) But we can
ittfcr that the first three clusters formed the starting point of Sanford and
rrssociates' insight into the structure of the authoritarian personality.z6
'l'hey certainly provided the starting point for me. I never would have found
ânything about authoritarianism, or even gotten interested in the area, if it
had not been for the Berkeley researchers (EOF, p. xxiii). I only noticed the
covrrriation of authoritarian submission, authoritarian aggression, and convcntionalism as a result of studying item analyses of the F Scale (RlVA, p. 18).
No li Scalc, then no novice noticing nothing nowhere nohow no\ry nor never.
'l'he lle rke lcy rcscarchers disc<lvcrcd tl're covariation of "the three."

The lmportance of Personality

l)oes the accurnulatctl litcrirturc rlrr right-wing luth()ritlrrilnism h:rve any
larger sig,rri{icancc for thc scicttcc ol psychology? It dcnronstratcs to l11c' ils
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lcast, educational differences help RWA scores to be higher in the "working
class" [RWA, p.242]).
4. The RWA Scale may turn out to correlate with measures that seem to
rcpresent some of the Lost Elements of the Berkeley definition (such as "rigidity"). But to prove that these features are so integral to the authoritarian
pcrsonality that they should be part of its definition, the correlations need to
lle very strong. They are not.27
'l"o put it another way, the R\WA Scale correlates with many things. lf mere
ttssociation, regardless of size, is all it takes to confirm the Berkeley theory,
then we will end up with far more things that were "mistakenly omitted"
from that theory than were gotten right. \ù(e will also have an enormously
fragmented, uncohesive, "multifacetedr" ând virtually meaningless conglome rirtion for a construct.
.5. Finally, the Berkeley model was built around Freudian theory, with its
cmphasis on early childhood roots of behavior, vast (and largely untestable)
unconscious struggles, repressed hatreds, projected hostilities, and so on. The
prcsent approach uses none of these. So while it turns out that High RWAs
tlo tend to be anti-Semitic, that does not mean they are prejudiced because
rlrcy unconsciously hate their fathers. Thus any support of the Berkeley rescarch would be limited and not extend at all to the actual theory presented
in The Authoritarian Personality.
Certain findings on the preceding pages may have reminded you of the
llcrkeley theory. So may certain findings in the rest of this book. That is to
be expected. The two research programs have looked at similar kinds of people and naturally seen some of the same things. But when someone says that
rhe RWA Scale findings confirm the Berkeley theory, or that those findings
Arc very reminiscent of that theory, or that this model is strikingly similar to
that theory, I wonder how they ever reached that conclusion.
I am hardly saying we should close the book on psychodynamic attempts
to explain authoritariânism (Hopf, 1.993;Lederer, 7993;Meloen, 1993). They
nlily turn out to be much better models than anything I, at least, can cobble
t(,f4,cthcr. Certainly, as we shall see in later chapters, a lot goes on (and does
,,ot go on) in the authoritarian mind. It is, undoubtedly, psychodynamic. But
if orre is to convince the scientific community with such explanations, terms
will have to be well defined, constructs will have to be validly measured,
Irypotheses will have to be falsifiable, and so on. If the advocates of such
apprctrches happen to be right, let us hope they can demonstrate it, so the
rc$t of us can stop following poorer lines of inquiry.

peddling is zot the
Still, the model of right-wing authoritarianism I am
The Authoritarian
in
6nd
model'of the authoritaiian peÀonality you will
Personality for at least five reasons'
mine ends pretty qulck-lf'
1. The models ,n"y ,,"r, off looking the same, but
confirms the Berkeley
Scale
Ifil f.opl. say the research with the R\WA R\fAs
are "cynical"' or
High
that
Ài.tv, f *"nd.i *h.rtir has been found
;r"pl*ifri.rs,,, or have "exaggerated concerns with sexual 'goings-on"'?
supported by F
T-hJ* ; all iarts of the origiiil model. (And they were no.r
only part of
Scale research either.)

tù. n.rt

model,

"t.y
sented on the RWA

3" nwi

t".",rr.

Scale results can at best reinforce

rnost

of.

the pieces of that model are not repre-

Scale.

cases' the underlying
2. while the cluster titles have the same names in three
Berkeley constructs,
the
discuss
easily
constructs differ. Actually, one cannot
submission'"
"authoritarian
Take
them.
for the researchers said liitle about

"r,rÀ*lssive, uncritical attitude toward idealized moral
was defined
"
",
msxn-sTilling to do
authorities of the ingrorrp." nut *h"t do.s "submissive"

It

subanything? Does "uncritical" mean believing anyth,ing?.lt :lt,prefascist
"idealized" by the

to "idealized" authorities? Are atl authorities
authorities? Who
authoritarian? Is the fr.f"t.it, submissive only to "moral"
o1!9r?
no
and
in-group,
"the"
only
is an "authority"? Is ihere
.you can find some elaboration of these terms on page 23L of. The Author'
and ultimately
nor;on Personality, but it does not answer these questions
exaggerated'
"an
supposedly-has
authoritarian
the
raises more. Fo,
overwhelm"*"rnfl.,
an
such
with
people
can
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emotional ,r..â ro
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at
themselves
"if_ou,,
thràwing
without
poii..
officer
ing n..a walk by
"
feet?
^-J.
of the terms
t n"u. tried to describe in some detail what I mean by each
difir, -f a.nnirio' of rigit-wing authoritarianism. These conceptualizations
was-in
f., fro* the Berkele-y modJl-"s much as one can tell what that
his colleagues limited auseveral important ways. For example, sanford and
to attacks on people who violate conventional values
thoritarian
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TheîËfore, shocking the Leainei in Milgram's experiment
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no-i.Jg., ,Ë", the victims t"n bt anyone-as
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-i!ti""îrly

can.

".t

theorists thought "that susceptibility to fascism is
(p' 229\, and so they demost charact.risticalif a'middle-class phËnome.to'r"
middle-class valfined conventionalism as "rigid adheÀnce to conventional,
on the ininstead
focuses
.r.r." tuty definition of right-îing authoritarianism
may not
or
rnay
which
Ilorrus,
perception of Àc authority-c'd.rsed

iimil"rly, the Berkeley

lrn't This Really Just "Conservatism"?
Itrry (198.5, 1990) has several timcs asserted that the R'WA Scale just measures
t'onservatism (which hc docs not define).28 You may have been thinkrng the

diuid.ual's
Ngrth Arnerica at
be miclcllc class ugrnrs. (Ancl tlrc cviclcttcc ilclicttcs th:rt, ip
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If we now have a sound conceptualization and a sound way to measure it,
there remains only to demonsrrate through pitting experimenrs its parity with
the RWA Scale's breadth of relevant empirical coverage and strength of as-

same thing as you went through this chapter. Here again we need a clear
statement;f the alternative explanation before we can proceed'
As I noted in the Introduction, conservatism (and liberalism) mean many
different things to different people. For example' some would say, "Conservatives are peàple who wani everybody to obey the government." But others
would say,-"Cànservatives are people who want no government at all." Are
both kinds of people conservatives' or is neither, or only one?
That is just ihe hrrt u,t.p into the quagmire. See the symposium in the Sep-

sociation.
'!7e

would also have to ascerrain through item analyses that the validating
findings with our new scale were typically attributable to the whole scale, not
just a subset of obviously relevant items for one variable, another subset for
another variable, and so on.
AII of this should be as true of general, nonsrudenr populations as of our
convenient introductory psychology subject pools. And if we want the construct to be relevant to other places than (say) just our country, or just North
America, its parity with the RWA Scale should be established hither and yon.
If we think our new explanation is a better or "more basic" explanation,
(for example, "Right-wing authoritarianism is just an aspect of conservatism"), it will not be enough ro demonstrate parity with what we already
have. We shall have to demonstrate overall superiority, as the Rrù7A Scale had
to do over the F Scale and other preceding measures of authoritarianism
(RWA, chapter 4).
To summarize (and end), it requires no insight or perspicacity or ability to
think of countervailing arguments, nor any evidence at all, to say, "Oh, this
is really just conservatism" (or whatever else).2e Prouing it, however, involves
substantially more. I do not mean it cannot be done. Someday, I am sure, ir
will be. But I suspect it requires thoughtful and determined endeavor.

rember 1i76 issue of commentary, entitled "'!rhat Is a Liberal-who Is a
Conservative?" It contirins sixty-four essays on the matter by well-informed
writers from many fields. Overall, they provide sixty-four different answers'
As I shall urgué in Chapter 11, I think we can explain more clearly (and
powerfully) what people often mean by conservatism with right-wing auihoritarianism, as âefined earlier and measured by the RWA Scale. But let us
consider what it would take to do it the other way around and explain our
RWA findings in terms of conservatism.
From a icientific perspective, we should have a clear, precise, wellclelineated definition o] .ont.tu"tism before we assert anything. If we merely
wave our hand at the issue and say, "'W'ell, everybody knows what'conservative' means," or if we give a vague, broad definition that can cover almost
anything and never be shown wrong, we are only hurting ourselves. The greatesr gift àf the scientific method is its ability to prove us mistaken. The more
detJiled the definition, the greater the chance we shall abandon wrong ideas
and make progress. But the vaguer the conceptualization, the greater the
chance we shall devote our lives to barking up the wrong tree'
Once a detailed, testable conceptualization of conservatism has been developed (or whatever other construct is advanced as being what right-wing
authtritarianism "really" is), we have to show that it can conceptually account for all the releyant findings obtained with the RIWA Scale. (There are a
few new discoveries in the rest of this book that will need explaining as well.)

Some of the findings âppear to present large problems for a new interpretation. Why should conservatives (without spilling over into authoritarianism)
be prejudiced, have so many double srandards, and be so likely to hurt people
in a shocking experiment?
Assuming-vr. h"u. a good conceptualization that can plausibly cover the
field, it has to be obiectively and validly measured. If the assessment is done
through a psychological test, that test needs to be broad enough to cover the
range of beliefs and attitudes pertinent to the underlying construct' yet co-

hesive enough to be essentially unidimensional. The farthcr we fall short on
either score,-the more grief we shall face furthcr clown the road. (So also shall
we ultimately grieve ovcr f,rilr.rrc to control for response scts and virrious other
sunkctr reefs in thc asscssttrent pr<lccss.)
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But you may have noticed that I myself put my most important measure at
the beginning of my booklets, run subjects in large numbers, usually in tbeir
classrooms, uheneuer the class meets, usually in September when it almost
always is their first experiment; moreover, I frequently have them serve aaonymously. At the end of a chapter on methodology, you might well say, "If
this be methodological sophistication, give me ignorance any day."
Nevertheless, can you see why this increases the chances that other researchers will find as high or higher alphas for the RIfA Scale than I do, and
the chances that my RWA Scale findings will be replicated elsewhere?23

The Personal Origins of
Right-Win g Authorita ria n ism

A good and proper personality theory explains how people get the way they
are. So how come some of us turn out very right-wing authoritarian, most of
us become average, and some of us end up very znauthoritarian?
It says in my lecture notes (so it must be true) that behavior results from
the interaction of the usual suspects: the genes that created us, and the environment that surrounds them. But because I store my lectures in a different
compartment of my brain (teaching department) than I use to conjure up

I have managed for many years to ignore the
possibility that authoritarianism could have genetic roots.
studies (research department),

Genetic Origins
.I'IIE MINNESOTA TVIN STUDY

linvironmentally oriented researchers like me have lately been jabbed with a
pointed stick by the Minnesota Twin Study (Tellegen et al., 1988; Bouchard
ct al., 1990; Lykken et a1., L990; Waller et al., 1990). This research team has
donc a remarkable job locating and recruiting for study monozygotic (identical) twins and dizygotic (fraternal) ("sororital"?) twins, tracking down all
thc multiple births in Minnesota between 1,936 and 7955.
In addition, they have located from around the world over fifty pairs of
idcntical twins reared apart. Sflhile the members of these monozygotic twins
rniscd apart (MZ-apart twins) would probably not have been raised in starkly
diffcrent environments, the researchers determined that most of them had
bccn separated soon after birth. None of them had contact during their forrnativc years, and most ()f thcnr hacl n() contact for most of their lives.
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operation could be generically influenced. Indeed, dominance is purposely
bred in some species. so the notion that authoritarian submission among humans could be inherited, to some extent, would not seem as preposterous to
a genedcist or a gamecock breeder as it would to a psychologist who paid no
attention to his own lectures.

By comparing these MZ-apart twins with monozygotic twins who had
grown up together, Bouchard and his colleagues (1990) calculated that about
70% of the variance in intelligence was inherited. Evidence for genetic roots
of intelligence had appeared in many earlier studies (Bouchard and McGue,
1.981.), but not at this magnitude. Growing up in the same home seemed to
have almost no effect.
More astounding yet, the Minnesota team uncovered evidence of strong
genetic causes for many personality dimensions (Tellegen et al., 1988). Again,
precedents existed. Evidence had been accumulating for some time that schizophrenia, manic-depression, and other serious mental illnesses had genetic
precursors that put their unlucky inheritors at risk. But the Minnesota data
indicated that "ordinary" personality variables, which psychologists had long
assumed were almost entirely controlled by environment, appeared to have
genetic sources as well, sources that made the environment definitely "second
string" by comparison. S7hat sort of ordinary personality dimensions? They
cited achievement orientation, social closeness, and alienation, and tradition-

MINNESOTA STUDIES OF SOCIAL ATTITUDES

In December 1988 the anticipated article on genetic determinants of ,,ordinary" personality rraits appeared in the !ournal of personality and social
Psychology (Tellegen et al., 1988), based on a design orher researchers could
only lust after. In the study 217 pairs of identical twins reared togerher had
answered Tellegen's Multidimensional Personality euestionnaire ôape) uetween'1970 and 1984, as had 114 pairs of fraternal twins raised together.
Another 44 pairs of monozygotic twins reared aparr, and 27 dizygotic twins
rcared apart, also completed this test berween 1979 and 1986. The twins
reared together were substantially younger (twenty-two years on the average)
than those reared apart (with a mean of forty-one years). And 4 (15%)of ihe
fraternal-apart pairs were of different sex (which would introduce a new variable in comparison with identical twins). But these were, on the whole, un-

alism, and religiousness . . . Jab! Jab! Jab!

I first learned of the Minnesota Twin Study while watching the NBC
Nightly Neras in 1986. The presentation was sensational: all these identical
twins who had been raised apart had been tracked down and discovered to
have lived very similar lives. Two had been given the name Jim, for instance,
married (and divorced) women named Linda, then married a Betty, and so
on. Since I lecture in introductory psychology on the misinterpretation of
coincidence, I was thoroughly turned off.
Then, in late Decemb er L986,I read a New York Times News Service article
by Daniel Goleman based on a paper the Minnesota team had submitted for
publication in the Journal of Personality and Social Psycbology. (Newspapers
do not ordinarily pick up scientific pâpers that have just been submitted to a
journal.) The news story stated at one point, "Among traits found most
strongly determined by heredity were leadership and, surprisingly, traditionalism or obedience to authority." The part about leadership harkened back
to Aristotle's view that a few of us are born for greatness, while most of us
are born to be followers. W'hich social psychology texts had long treated the
same way a wolf treats a bush he wants to use as a territorial marker. And
as for submission to authority (not to mention "territory"), give me a break.
Looking back, I can see that I was blocking out ânother part ofthe teaching
department. in my cerebral cortex. It says in my social psychology lecture
notes that most animal societies have well-established dominance systems.
"Alpha" animals usually dominate everyone else, who submit to them and all
others above them in the pecking ordcr. The bchrviors that dctcrmine dominance versus submission in a pnir of lnirrrals werc linkcd l<lrrg ago by Delgat<r
(1963a, 1963Il,'1964,19ti.t) to prrrts of tlrc lirnbic systcln irr tltc bri.ritr, wh<>sc

precedented samples.

The MPQ consists of eleven "primary personality dimensions" such as
well-Being, social Potency, Achievement, social closeness, and Traditionalism. The last one, upon which my aftention was rivered, is measured by eightccn items. Most (twelve) of these items are protraits and somewhat resemble
the "conventionalism" sentiments on the RlwA Scale (for example,,'r very
rnuch dislike it when someone breaks accepted rules of good conduct"). only
tlrree of the items are contraits ("More censorship of books and movies is a
violation of free speech and should be abolished"). The other three irems use
rt "forced choice" format ("I would prefer to see: (A) stricter observance of
tlrc Sabbath, (B) Greater freedom in regard to divorce").
'fhe Traditionalism scale reportedly has an alpha reliabiliry
of about .90
(rrristakenly given as .49 in table 4 of Bouchard et al., 1990).I do not know
tltc evidence for its empirical validity, but thar is not directly the issue here.
when Tellegen and his colleagues compared the similarity within sets of twins
irt cach of their four samples, across all eleuen MpQ scales, they found the
tncdian "personality-resemblance" correlation among the identicals raised toSethcr was .52, while that fbr their fraternals raised together equaled .23.
Arrrong the rwins raised separately, the median level of personality resemblance

wirs .49 for those who had identical genes and .2'L for those who did not.
trlentical twins turned out quite similar, compared with fraternal twins. Being
lrriscrl in the same home seemcd to have almost no effect for either kind o?
twirrs.
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suggested that the prime source of variance in R.\ù(/A scores would prove to
be genetic, as he believed was the case for traditionalism. Lykken proposed
that fraternal twins could turn out similar on something like the MPQ's Traditionalism Scale because their parents had chosen each other partly according

However, the figures for just the Traditionalism Scale showed much /ess
genetic influence. For the large samples of twins reared together' the correLtion was.50 for monozygotes and.47 for dizygotes. For the twins reared
apart, the values showed a little more spread, .53 for the former and .39 for
the latter. If you just look at the identical twins (.50 versus .53), it appears
"it's all in the genes." But if you notice how similar the fraternal twins are to
the identical ones, genetic identity makes little difference. Using the formula
for heritability in twins, h2 : 2 (Rr, - Ror) (Falconer,1960, cited byTellegen et al., L988)-which provides the upper limit of heritability (Falconer,
tie), p.185)1-you get only 6oA heritability for the rwins rcared together
and 28% heritability fgr the twins reared apart (some of whom were not of
the same sex). Genes may call the tune on most of the MPQ scales, but the
evidence for Traditionalism was underwhelming.

to how traditional they were ("assortive mating"). When they reproduced,
they tended to pass on similar genes for traditionalism to their offspring,
including any dizygotic twins that might turn up. He wanted to give the Rtù74
to some of the twins in the Minnesota Registry to see how genetically
determined its scores would be.
I have some hesitation about the assortive mating explanation. 'ùfhy did it
not show up on the other MPQ dimensions? And would it not have to be
very powerful to bring fraternal twins so close to the level of similarity found
in persons who had identical genes? But I could easily believe women and
men mated assortively when it came to authoritarianism, although it might
not be the first topic to come up in the moonlight. Husbands' and wives'
RrJfA scores correlate about .60 in my parent studies (although they had been
married long enough simply to have become more similar). Moreover, who
wouldn't want to have his scale administered to this incredible sample?
Lykken's first study was completed by May 1990 (Lykken, personal communication, May 1.4,79901. He sent the RWA Scale to about half of the twins
in the Minnesota Twin Registry and obtained scores ftom 1,77 pairs of monozygotic twins, and 145 pairs of dizygotic twins, all raised together. (You know
what I mean.) The results were broken down by gender. The correlation between R!7A scores of male identical twins was .67, while that for females was
.73. The values for male and female dizygotic twins were .55 and .7"1, respectively (Lykken, personal communication, March 14, 1,994),
These data basically looked like the Traditionalism Scale results to me.
There was not much difference between identical and fraternal twins, and
therefore hardly any evidence for genetic determinants of authoritarianism.
Scale

HERITABILITY OF RELIGIOUS VARIABLES

A paper by \Taller and associates (1990) presented more solid evidence for the
g..t"ti. determination of variables presumably related to right-wing authoritarianism. Pairs of monozygotics reared apart, and (same-sexed) dizygotics reared
apart answered five scales that measured religious values, attitudes, and intereits, such as the Religious Values Scale developed by Allport, Vernon, and
Lindzey (L960). Religious attitudes were assessed with twelve Minnesota Multiphasic Personality Inventory items that \Wiggins (1.966) believed meâsured
r.ligious fundamentalism. Two measures of occupational interest in religion
were included: nine items from the Strong-Campbell Vocational Interests Inventory and four items assembled by some of the authors. A five-item scale
from the latter source, measuring interest in religious leisure time activities,
rounded out the package. Large samples of monozygotic and dizygotic twins
reared together also answered the last two "home-grown" measures.
T'hese instruments had internal consistency reliabilities varying from .82 to
.93 and intercorrelated from .40 to .77 . Both sets of results probably benefited
from the general protrait direction-of-wording found in the measures.
Looking just ai the data from the twins reared apart, the five measures all
suggested a powerful genetic factor. The monozygotic correlations varied
from .39 to .59; those of the dizygotic twins, from - .22 to.20. Vhen the
data from the twins reared together were dealt in, some evidence for environmental influence appeared, especially on the measure of leisure time interest
in religion. A rnodel-fitting procedure indicated that about 50"/" of. the variance in scores on the five measures was genetically influenced, which is 50%
more than almost anyone would have suspccted.

However, this conclusion was completely contradicted by a subsequent
study, conducted by Thomas Bouchard with his samples of twins reared apart
(Lykken, personal communication, March 1,4,1,994). These data (sensibly zor
broken down by gender since the samples were so small) produced a correlation of .62 between the RITA scores of 44 pairs of identical twins reared
apart, and a nonsignificant -.18 among 22 pairs of fraternal twins reared
npart. Comparing these two coefficients, I would say that genes rule. (And
160o/o,which is an upper limit with a vengeance!.) Butwhere
then some: hz
is the assortive mating effect for the dizygotic twins?
Then in 1,993 the Minnesota team sent the Rlù(/A Scale to the twins reared
together who had not been sampled in 1,990. They got back answers from
241 m<>n<>z.ygotic and 154 dizygotic pairs. A big genetic difference appeared
rulronll the malcs: .57 versus .04 for the two kinds of twins. Among the fe-

:

MINNESOTA TWTN S'I'UDIIS USING 'I'IIIi ITWA SCAI,E

Toward the end of 19U8, David l,ykkcl wrote me a nicc letter in which he
sharcd his c6ncerns ovcr right-wirrg rrtrtl'r<lritrtrinrtisrtt irr N<lrtlr Arncrica. I-lc
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In the fall of 1993,1994,and1995lascertained in various ways if students
answering my booklets had been adopted. Sometimes their parents told me
at the end of a parent's booklet. sometimes the students themselves told me
and I discreetly involved their parents in the study. (I did not want either
students or parents to know I was studying adoption situations.)
I now have RïTA scores on 75 adoptive parents (35 mothers and 40 fathers)
of 44 students. The mother-child correlarion equals .6'L, and that for fathers
and their adopted children is .50. Overall, the parental average equals .55,
which is both statistically significant and embarrassingly higher than the .40
I usually get across generarions with biological connections. These numbers
do not support the notion of fascism genes and instead direct our attention
to environmental infl uences.

males, the difference was smaller but still appreciable: .63 versus .43 (Lykken,

personal communication, March 1.4,'1.994).
Lykken combined the results of the two twins-reared-together studies and
got male correlations of .61. for the monozygotes and ,39 for the dizygotes.
For females, the numbers were .68 and .55. Combining the genders gives you
something like .65 and .50 (using the z-transformations needed for averaging
correlations). That translates into an upper limit of heritability of about 307o,
so genes for fascism may exist. If, however, you just consider the twins-rearedapart study, it is all heredity and then some.
I am blithely assuming some things in this discourse that you are probably
screaming no one should âssume. You might well ask, "Don't identical twins
also grow up in more similar enuironments than fraternal twins do, since
people are more likely to treat them the same?" And don't children placed
for adoption tend to get placed in similar homes, especially if the adoption
agency is religious? And are not any conclusions about the power of genes
over environment suspect because of the "narrow" range of environments
involved? I agree all these need to be considered. The Minnesota team has
discussed them (though not always in the context of social attitudes), and you
can find their responses in the publications previously cited. But you might
also take a look at the give-and-take on pages 1,91'-1,92 of the April 1991issue of Science (volume 252) and Horgan, 1993.
My conclusion at this point is that the twin data confuse me. The problem
is not the monozygotic twins. They rack up correlations in the .60s quite
regularly, whether they grew up together or not. But the dizygotic twins blur
the picture enormously, for their correlations wander all over the place.

Environmental Origins

Tgr "coRN poNn" THEoRy
Since right-wing authoritarianism consists of a set of attitudes, we must begin
our search for any environmental roots of authoritarianism with the dominant
theory of opinion formation, which is, of course, Mark Twain's "Corn Pone"
theory. Like most psychological explanations, ir was based on an earlier theory, in this case credited to a slave named Jerry, who preached mock sermons
to the young Samuel Clemens from atop a woodpile. Jerry's explanation of
the origin of social attitudes can be summarized in one sentence (which, as
far as we know, was also the complete statement of the theory): "You tell me
where a man gets his corn pone, and I'll tell you what his 'pinions is" (Twain,
n.d., p. 1400).
Since we all start out getting our corn pone ar home, the obvious prediction
of this theory (and later, less parsimonious ones) would be that we learn our
RWA attitudes from our parenrs. Yet while this prediction would appear valid
for young children, you do not have to hear many adolescents slam doorsor remember the ones we slammed-to realize that the final product is sometimes not a perfect copy.
My own research with the RWA Scale establishes the following family feud
by the time the students enter university. The parenrs wanr rheir children to
have virtually the same RWA Scale amirudes they do. The children know it.
The parents believe that they have largely succeeded, that their children are
scaled-down versions of themselves. But they misperceive, for the fit between
their own and their children's RITA scores, as we saw earlier, averages only
ab<rut .40 (EO[ pp. 63-64). That boils down ro about .02 per year of serving
r"rp the corn pone to a twenty-year-old. (If the .40 all came with the DNA, of
coLrrsc, thc rirte of return on our socialization efforts crumbles to .00. Maybe
that's why wc resist genctic cxltlanariorrs s<t.)

THE MANITOBA ADOPTION DATA

Twin studies potentially give the cleanest answer to nature-nurture questions
short of actual DNA connections to behavior. Studies of the similarity of
adopted children to their biological and adoptive kin offer another approach,
but one that can be easily contaminated by such things as the extent to which
the child had contact with the gene-givers. If we wish to test the hypothesis
that a trait is entirely controlled by DNA, however, as Bouchard's twinsreared-apart study of RWA indicated, we do not have to worry about such
contaminants. Compared with children raised by their biological parents,
adopted children should not particularly resemble their adoptive parents at
all.

I

Origins

have ascertained the correlation between parents' and students' R]ùfA

scores many times, and it usually lands around.40 (EOl', p.64), The vast
majority of these pârents fill out my srlrveys f<lr thcir own gcne-cârriers. (A
sociobiologist would say that is why rhcy fill our thc survcys.) Ilut somc adoptive parents also appeirr irt uty satttplcs.
!;
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not care if they were behaving respecrably or not? lf not, blacken rhe '0'
bubble. If so, did they seem basically as good and pleasant as everybody
else?)" These two items are intended to tap experiences that would presumably shape attitudes toward authoritarian aggression and convenrionalism.
Other items looked for seminal experiences regarding authoritarian submission. For example, "The authorities and officials I have trusred in my life, at
home, in school, et cetera have always treated me honestly and fairly. (Has
that been your experience?)"
Because the content of the Experiences Scale parallels that of the R1VA
Scale, I went to some length to dissociate the two tests in subjects' minds.
Typically, I would administer one scale, and another experimenter would give
out the other several weeks later, in different semings, in supposedly different
experiments. Still, the correlation between the two measures always turned
up around .70 (EOF, pp.73-86). V/e can therefore predict rather well how
authoritarian a uniuersity student will be if we merely know his or her answers
to the Experiences Scale.

OTHER POTENTIAL INFLUENCES THAT ARE NOT

That being the case, you might next think that university students have been
more powerfully and more recently influenced by their peer group. But in the
fall of. 1984 I obtained the RITA scores of the best friends of 206 introductory
psychology students, which correlated only .31 with the students' scores
(EOF, pp. 7t-73). Since friends are more likely to shape each other's opinions
mutually (whereas my children will tell you that kids have almost no influence
over their parents'attitudes), that.31 is worth only about.16 when it comes
to explaining where the students' atritudes came from.
Students' R'VA scorr:s are correlated with their reports of how much the
family religion was emphasized as they were growing up. Correlations with
a ten-item Religious Emphasis Scale (EOF, pp.205-206), which asks such
things as how often one went to church and prayed before meals, run about
.35 with R\fA. Another ten-item scale (EOF, pp.203-204), which asks more
authoritarian-oriented questions about the child's religious training (about
submission to church authorities, fear of God, and so on), correlates about
.40. But both of these relationships blow away when you pârtial out the
parents' RWA scores, rvhich we need to do since parents usually determine
rcligious practices in the home.
'Well then, let's start a trend and blame authoritarianism on schools and
the media. But when I asked university students to go through the RWA Scale
and indicate, item by item, what effect their educations had on their attitudes,

Cross-Replications. These studies were performed with Manitoba students and reported in Altemeyer, 1988. On October 24,1-.989, David Hansen
administered the RWA Scale for me to 183 SUNY-Potsdam srudenrs. Sixteen
days later I visited his campus and gave out rhe Experiences Scale to 143 of
these same participants. The surveys were printed on different size and color
paper and answered on different bubble sheets, and no connection was made
lretween the two studies by either experimenter. Yet the scores on the two

the basic answer was "None." They gave the same answer for the newsr except

that they thought crime stories made them slightly more authoritarian ag-

correlated.Tl.

gressive (EOF, pp. 66-71'1.

scales

EFFECTS OF EXPERIENCES

sity students administer the R.WA Scale and the Experiences Scale (in the same
booklet) to 1.24 adults. The two scores correlated .78.

McFarland, Ageyev, and Abalakina (1990) had Western Kentucky Univer-

I did not get very far explaining horv the environment had shaped students'
authoritarianism until I developed a questionnaire measure of the students'
experiences in life with authorities, social conventions, dissenters, physical

Interpretation, I do not think for a second that we have experiences in
life independent of all that has happened before. I believe that pârenrs, peers,
religion, schools, the media, and preuious experiences help shape how we will
cncounter authorities, physical punishment, persons with poor manners, and
s<> on, and how we will interpret those encounters. But life can still surprise
us. \We can be treated unfairly by authorities and know it; we can learn firsthand, from the back of a hand, that physical punishment often does nor
"work"; experiences with unconventional people can crash through our pre-

punishment, religion, and the other matters brought up on the RWA Scale.

Four item-development studies during 1'982-1984 eventually produced

a

twenty-four-statement Experiences Scale, which students were instructed to
answer in terms of what had actually happened, not in terms of what their
opinions were (EOB pp.343-349). The 6rst item, for example, reads: "It has
been my experience that physical punishment is an effective way to make
people behave. (Have you received physical punishment or known others who
did? If not, blacken the '0' bubble. If so, to what extent did it make you and/
or others behave as intended?)" The second statcs: "I have known people with
'poor manners' who really did not care whether people thought they were
respectable or not, and thcy sectnccl basically as good ancl plcasant âs every[ody elsc. ([{avc y<lu pcrsonrrlly krrown pcrs()r]s with po<lr lllallncrs, who did

c()nceptions.

A good example of the last was provided in a September 1985 study of the
<rf students' attitudes toward homosexuals (EOB pp. 1.66-1701 see also
p. tlft). Most stuclents indicated they had never known a homosexual. Those
who dicl know onc iudicated that bcforc tl'ris encounter they had rather negrrrigin
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about dressing and undressing, eating and evacuating, playing and praying,
speaking and sleeping-virtually everything he or she does from morning ro
night. "And sit up straight while reading this!"

ative attitudes toward gays and lesbians. Now they proved significantly more
accepting than most people. This was even true of High RWAs. A few Highs
met homosexuals and came away disliking homosexuals as much as ever. But
most Highs, despite all their stereotypes and fears, became more tolerant and
less prejudiced as a result.
TÀe trouble is, mosr High RWAs had never (knowingly) met a homosexual.
Nor, they said, had they gotten to know any dissenters or "unpatriotic" or
nonreligi,ous people either. They had had no close contact with nontraditional
families. They had not taken advantage of the greater freedom young people
have to explore and experiment. They had not broken rules, smoked things
they shoulà not smoke, or read verboten magazines under the covers by flashlight. They had not learned that their parents did not always know what was
bËst for them, in their era with its new problems and angst. They had not had
rebellious ideas or done unconventional things, and they were not friends with
those who did.
All of these things, by the evidence (EOF, pp.82-83,88-89; McFarland,
Ageyev, and Abalakina, 1,990), tend to make adolescents /ess authoritarian.
nnd Uigns had taken a pass. So they remained highly authoritarian through
adolescence, while most of their classmates became less so.

Imitation. Other determined socializers, such as day-care staff, older siblings, grandparents, and Sunday school teachers usually reinforce the parents'
attempts to reform the little barbarian in their midst. But besides making
direct attempts at shaping, all these older, powerful figures can serve as models
whom the child might imitate. Modeling appears to be an important channel
of communication when it comes to authoritarian attitudes about society.
Both students and parents agree that, with certain exceptions, the parents
made only slight to moderate attempts to shape directly the arfitudes measured
by the R\X/A Scale (EOF, p. 100). Children therefore probably acquire a lot
of their stereotypes from overhearing their elders talk. Television also provides
many models, and out-groups.

A SOCI/\L LEARNING MODEL OF AUTHORITARIAN DEVELOPMENT

Integrating what we know so far, our best present model of how people become authoritarian, or nonauthoritarian, again proceeds from Bandura's
(L977) social learning theory. This theory, like others, states that attitudes are
shaped by the reinforcements and punishments administered by parents and
orhers âs we grow up. lt allows that the joys and pains we get from our own
experiences will be important, and that self-regulatory, self-evaluative cognitlve processes ("I am a fair person"l "I believe in the truth") can reinforce
as much as corn pone can. It also states that we will learn as much or more
from observîng others as we will from the personal blessings and batterings
bestowed by the Law of Effect.

Direct Teachings. \flhen 'we are young' we probably learn a lot about
authoritarianism from direct teaching. Obedience is a key concept, and a
battleground, for a two-year old, and parents do not usually hold seminars
on civil disobedience with preschoolers. Indeed, in many families obedience
remains a bottom-line condition for staying in the family home through adolescence, and beyond. Parents also teach their children to beware of certain
threats, such as child molesters and kidnappers. We know from the accounts
of both students and parents that as childrcn, tligh It\flA students were taught
greater fear of thesc arrcl n]tlny otlrcr "daugcrorts petlple" thirn others were
(EOF, pp. 145-147). 'l'[c chilcl is clircctly tattght, as wcll, socia,l conucntions

i

r
!5,

Ë

É

Early Authoritarianism. S7e have no "kiddie version" of the RrVA Scale,
but if such a thing were possible, I believe we would find that children in
elementary school are pretty authoritarian. They would believe they should
obey the authorities in their world and showld follow the rules (Piager, 1,965).
We might even find some vestiges of authoritarian aggression (bur nothing
llke Tbe Lord of the F/res). However, right-wing authoritarianism, as I have
defined it, probably does not begin coalescing into a personality trait until
adolescence. Children's cognitive abilities are simply too limited at younger
ages to grasp the issues and connect them.
As they begin the long ransition to adulthood, their growing cognitive
powers, their awareness of the wider world, and especially their experiences
in that world can play havoc with the concepts and conditioned emotional
responses they picked up in childhood. As they struggle to figure rhings out
for themselves, their understanding increases and their attitudes become more
organized-including their beliefs about authoritarian submission, authoritarian aggression, and conventionalism.
Unlike the Berkeley theory, which traced adult authoritarianism back to
events in early childhood, this model says adolescence provides the real crucible. By the time people emerge from it, they have better-organized, more
"adult" levels of understanding. As we saw in Chapter 1, the interitem correlation of introductory psychology students on the RWA Scale, and that of
their friends from high school who did not go on to university (Holms, 1.989),
rival that of their parents.
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An lllustratiue Tale of Two Citizens. What particularly makes some people l-lighs, and others Lows, accortling to this social learning explanation?
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I-et's take two twelfth-grade public high school students' whom I usually name

,.Hugh" and ,,Lou,,' itanding at their lockers at the beginning of another
wonàerful school day. Hugh g1.* r.tp in a family that stressed dominance and
obedience to authority. There is no presumption that his parents were brutes'
just that he was taught in hundreds of ways to be "mindful" and "respectful"
and "dutiful" within râther narrow tolerances. When he stepped over the line'
he was punished, perhaps physically.

Hugh likely comes fiom a "rraditional" family, with predictable gender
roles ànd a pattern of social dominance. He probably was given a religious
upbringing, and the family religion was very likely _emphasized throughout
nil yo"tn. fhe religion itself may have stressed submission to authorities,
hosiility toward "silnners," and strict observance of a firm moral code. And
Hugh would have learned early on that the Truth was already known, so his
job was not to find it but to memorize it.
Hugh would likely have been taught to identify with his family, his religion,
an erÈnic group if he had one, and his country. His parents also emphasized
to him that thË world harbored dangerous people. He has known for a long
.,enemiesr" the "pervertsr" the "bad guys" are. His friends, his
time who the
movies, his magazines, his clolhes would likely have to meet parental approval, to makJ sure these did not contradict what had been taught in the
home.

In other words, Hugh has been tied to a short leash that has kept him

traveling in a relatively small, tight circle. (His parents wish it could be tighter;
they wùld rarher he go to a religious high schoot with others of his faith,
one with the "right tittd" of teachers.) This "within-group" factor has
strongly influenceà his "between-groups" interactions, in the jargon of statistics. Éà has had very few of the experiences in life that could change him,
make him less submissive, less hosdle toward the out-groups, less narrowminded.
But Hugh does not mind the short leash. He believes that trustworthy authority, ,J.ty, and righteousness lie within his tight circle, while danger, evil,
and damnation prey without. His friends, who gather around him before the
(I know Hugh well; I was, in many particulars, Hugh')
bell rings,
"gt...
Slamiri"g her locker shut Àown the hall is Lou, who is not one of Hugh's
friends and"*ho is-from the sound of it-going to give her teachers a hard
time today. She comes from a family much less traditional, much more egalitarian thàn most. Lou had to obey when she was younger, but her parentswho probably had more formal education than Hugh's-understood and even
felt gratified when she showed sornc independence. She was rarely, if ever,
spanked.

Lou's parents dîcl not tcrrch hcr thrtt authority wâs always right- Prccious
little "rcnclering unto (llcsrrr" ot:r'trrrctl aroutrcl hcr clitttlcr tllllc. llethcr than
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accept dominance and competition as givens in life, she likely has been taught

values of equality and cooperation. Furthermore, Lou may not have been
raised in any religion, and if she was, it was not particularly emphasizedmaybe because the religion itself did not insist on emphasis and strict devo-

tion.
Lou was not raised with well-defined in-groups, nor was she taught that
"different" people were probably dangerous and evil. Her parents may, in
fact, have nurtured her awareness of social injustice and human diversity. She
has probably traveled more, and seen more of the world, than Hugh. She has
also increasingly chosen her own friends, clothes, "looks," activities, and
(eventually) curfews, while her parents lie awake at 2:00 a.u. afraid the phone
has not struck. Lou's experiences, her explorations, her
experiments have proved largely benign and fulfilling.
Unlike Hugh, Lou did not learn from her mother and father that Truth was
in the bag, or in a book. Instead, it was hers to discover. Her parents offered
her guidance, but basically she had to question and decide things for herself.
If Lou were to become very different from her folks-say, in religion-her
parents might become upset, but not nearly as upset as Hugh's parents would
be if he did the same.
As she joins her circle of friends before the bell rings, they have their morning gripe session and then talk about going to university next September. If
Lou and Hugh go to my university and take introductory psychology, bet on
Lou to score pretty low on the Rrù(/A Scale, and Hugh to be a definite High.

will ring. But disaster

The Moderates. Lou and Hugh represent unusual cases, in which the circumstances of their respective pasts reinforced one another and pushed in one
direction. Around them on the extremes of the RWA Scale distribution lie
many others who got there by somewhat different routes. And between the
extremes in a sample of 500 students we would find hundreds of others with

hundreds of different backgrounds.
Most parents, for example, are not âs restrictive as Hugh's but also not as
white-knuckled permissive as Lou's. In-groups may have been identified, but
less strenuously than they were in Hugh's family. But not many families deliberately jack up the children's social consciousness, as Lou's did. Unconventional behaviors and strange friends from different backgrounds are moderately accepted but hardly welcomed. Religion is present, but it does not
dominate daily life. And so on.
On balance, the Moderates' experiences in adolescence made them less authoritarian than they had been earlier. They had gotten into disputes with
their parents, teachers, the police, and came away feeling they had been unfairly treated. They had spotted hypocrisy in pews and privilege. They had
enjoyed the independence a driver's license brought. They had met some dif-
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ferent people and been "broadened." They had broken rules and had a good
time.
But some broke the rules and got pregnant, or totaled the car, or got ensnared in a vicious drug habit. And some students grew up with a High RIilA
father and a Low RITA mother. Some had only one parent. Some effectively
had none, and grew up on their own. There was probably a different family
situation in eveiy houie on your block when you were growing up, and all
the kids had their own set of experiences in life. Throw in possible genetic
factors, and that is where the distribution of R!ilfl scores comes from.
A SLIGHT DIGRESSION: GROUP COHESIVENESS

Let us recapture the image of those little knots of Hugh's friends and Lou's
friends waiiing for the homeroom bell. We would expect each cluster to have
fairly homogÀ.otrt attitudes, would we not? We have known since the famous researih of Newcomb (1,961) thar "birds of a feather flock together."
That is how people consensually validate their opinions and create their social
realities. Bui would we not also predict that the birds in Hugh's group wiil
have to have more similar plumage than those in Lou's group? Because Hugh
has been taught to travel in those "tight circles," will he not mind "difference"
more?
I am not saying that Lou would welcome Hugh into her group. Respecting
other people,s choices does not mean you agree with them, want to spend
your rime with those people, or even like them. Lou will still feel most com-

iortable with those like herself, iust as you and I do. But I do not think she
would build fences around her friendships quite as high as Hugh would.
is based
John Duckitt (1989) has proposed that right-wing authoritarianism
on a .reed to identify with important groups. In 1990 he sent me a scale that
he thought might measure his construct (Exhibit 3.1). I included these twentytwo iteÀs, joyàusly balanced against yea-saying, in a booklet administered to
422 Manitoba students in the fall of 1990. Their mean interitem correlafion
was.15, producing an alpha of .81. Summed scores connected.4g with the
R\74 Scale (which was in the right direction) and correlated a little better
with attitudes toward Indians, Pakistanis, and Quebecois than the RWA Scale
did.

4. If our country is to survive and prosper, it

is crucial that we canadians
submerge our differences and succeed in forging a common spirit, purpose, and identity.

5. Differing and even conflicting opinions and even ideologies are absolutely essential for a truly democratic Canadian society.,.

6. one of the greatest

problems confronting canadians today is our failure
to develop a true unity of purpose and dedication to a common Cana-

dian heritage.

7. It is essential that we encourage rather than stille dissent."
8. Nationalism is the last refuge of the scoundrel.o
9. At all costs canadians must

begin to dedicate themselves to the creation
of a strong and real sense of national idenrity.

10. Appeals ro narional unity and cohesion can easily lead to the oppression
of minorities and the stifling of dissent.o

11. It is unlikely that Canada will survive in the long run

unless we can

bring ourselves to forget our petty differences and disagreemenrs, and

pull together

as a single united people.

12. In the long run our culrural and ideological differences will make us a
healthier, more creâtive, and stronger society.*

13. Those who would like to push canadians inro a common national iden-

tity

are ultimately the enemies of liberty.*

14' If we could only creare a truly united canadian people, there
difficulty or danger we could not overcome.

15. The greatest

asset

wil

be no

of our society is our diversity.o

16. If we canadians cannot achieve total agreement on our national goars,
we will never overcome the difficulties confronting us,

17.

People who continually emphasize the need for unity will urtimately stifle creativity and impoverish our society,o

18. The most important rask for Canadians today is that of developing
strong national identity.

a

19. Independent thinking and the readiness to be differenr and express one's
Exhibit

3.1

Duckitt's Group Cohesiueness Scale

1.. Our society cannot afford disunity in these difficult times'

2. Diversity in culture and
society,

lifcstyle must bc cncouraged in any healthy

o

is absolutcly vital that irll truc Cirnirdinns forgct thcir tliffcrcnces to
forrn a truly uttitccl antl coltcsivc tritti<ttr.

3. It

individuality are signs of a strong and healthy sociery.n

20. unity

means strength, and a strong united nation is absolutely essential

for progress and prosperiry.

21' Most of all our

society needs crearive and freethinking people who have
the couragc not to conform to old fashioned ways and traditions even if
this upscts many pcoplc.*
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22.

-What

we need most of all in this country is a single-minded dedication
to the task of creating a truly united Canadian nation without petty

John Duckitt's interesting construct, authoritarianism does not appear to be
basically caused by a need for group identification

squabbling and disagreements.

Note: Items are answered on a -4 to *4 basis.
o
Item is worded in the contrait direction; the cohesive response is to disagree.

These results encouraged me to try to improve the Group Cohesiveness
Scale, for which Professor Duckitt may understandably not be thankful and
should not be held responsible. I thought the original set was too nationoriented to reflect a general personality trait. So I tried to broaden its scope
to include other groups, developing (over five studies involving L,L75 students
and 337 parents) such items as:

For any group to succeed, all its members have to give it their complete
loyalty.

If you are a true member of a group' you will support it when it's wrong,
not criticize it like some outsider.
Anyone who works for a company owes it loyalty and "team spirit"
against outsiders.
People who belong to the same religion should

NOT stick together

as

much as possible. [contrait]
People can easily lose their individuality in groups that stress "being
good, loyal member." [contrait]

a

Members of a family do NOT need to be loyal to each other in all things.

Icontrait]
Broadening the content of the scald naturally weakened its internal consistency. My best revised Group Cohesiveness Scale, twenty-six items answered
by 252 students in October 1,992,had a mean interitem correlation of .13
and an alpha of .80. It correl ated .52 with the RIWA Scale. But its relationship
wifh scores on my Ethnocentrism Scale came in at only .23, whereas the RWA
scale correlated .43 with Ethnocentrism. Cohesiveness also did not correlate
âs well with continued acceptance of the home religion (.2L versus .44), nor
differentiate political party preference as well.2
We can conclude that right-wing authoritarians, as we would expect from
their background oftight circles, believe in group cohesiveness' group loyalty,
group identification, unity llcfore "otttsiders," and so on. Slogans such as
"America: Love it 9r leavc it" ancl "My c<lttrttry, right ttr wrotlg" would come
easily from thcn-r. Ilut to tlrc cxtcnt th;rt I hrrvc lrccn lble to opcrationaliT.c

EFFECTS OF HIGHER EDUCATION

Getting back to our developmental model of right-wing aurhoritarianism, we
have gotten people to university and found we could explain their R'VA scores

at that point rather well in rerms of their backgrounds and the experiences
they had in life. 'v7hat happens to them now? Does developmenr srop once
they have answered the RWA Scale in inrroducrory psychology?
Probably not. The social learning model underlying our explanation does
not hold that personality is cast in iron at some particular age, and thereafter
only chipped away at the edges. As long as ne\ir' learning can occur, new role
models can emerge, new circumstances can pop up out of the blue, and new
experiences can give us thrills or a poke in the eye, our social attitudes can
change.

The attitudes of some university students can be walloped by-rrniversity.
And not just because their marvelous professors expose them to a wider range
of ideas. As well, they encounter a wider range of peers at a school whoie
catchment area is the world. Furthermore, if higher education usually lowers
RWA scores, it should particularly lower those of High RWAs, since they
have been traveling in those tight circles up to this poinr and have more to
learn from the new experiences.
A longitudinal study conducted between september 1982 and May 1,986
confirmed all this (EoF, pp.91-95). RwA scores were obtained fiom 26
liberal arts majors (excluding psychology), 32 commerce majors, and 18 nursing students who were abour to graduare. All had filled out the RWA scale
when they first entered university nearly four years earlier. Lo and behold,
their authoritarianism had dropped significantly over the interval in all programs, about l'L%o overall, with the liberal arrs students dropping more than
the others. Freshman Hrgl, RWAs dropped more than twice ài much over the
years as the freshman Lows did. so they, and our society, were well served
by their university experience.
LIFE AFTER UNIVERSITY: THE FIRsT ALUMNI STUDY

well then, does change stop once we stop going to school? The evidenc e again
says "No." In May "J,986, at the same time I was contacting those graduating
seniors, I also mailed solicitous letters and a one-page survey to 160 Manitoba
alumni who had answered the RWA scale twelue years earlier, in the fall of
1'974 (EoF, pp.95-99).3 Reminded of this highlight of their undergraduate
career, 90 (of however many I reached) completed the test again and told me
a little about themselves. Most of them (58) had gone on ro some form of
p<rstgraduatc cducation, with thc wholc sample averaging '!.7.6 yearsof formal
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schooling. Their mean age was 30.3 years, most were (65) or had been (6)
married, and 48 had children. Their 6rst-borns averaged 3.5 years of age.
Iflhat do we expect here? Since these folks went to school a lot, their RWA
scores should have been at least 107" lower than they wefe as freshmen. And
overall, their authoritarianism had dropped over the intervening twelve years,
but only about 5%. Maybe their teachers in the mid-1970s were not so hot.
Or could their authoritarianism have gone down "a lot" at university but
then rebounded. What could have caused this?
I did not have to look far. The particip ants witbour children-nearly half
the sample-had RWA scores 9oÂ lower than they had had at age 18. The
ones with kids (who had had the same levels of authoritarianism as introductory psychology students as those who remained childless, and just as much
education) were virtually back where they had staned. They had "fully recovered" from the beneficial effects of their university experience. And their
children were still tots! My R$tA score shot up about 20 points, along with
my blc,od pressure, while our children were ricocheting through adolescence.
I;TJR.I.HFJ,R

EVIDENCE: THE SECOND ALUMNI STUDY

On May 2,'1,994,I repeated this alumni study, sending out surveys to 138
Manitoba graduates rn'ho had served in a study I ran in September 1'976ncarly eighteen years earlier.a Three of these were returned by the postal service as undeliverable. By June 7, when I mailed the feedback letters, I had
rcceivcd completed surveys from 87 alumni. This response rate of 64%
slightly bettered that obtained in the first alumni study. As in1'986, one of
the alumni exercised an option to remove the survey number from the questionnaire, reducing the sample available for longitudinal analysis to 86.
The survey consisted of two table-setters and the same twenty-eight-item
RWA Scale that had evolved from the 1976 experiment-answered now as
then on a - 3 to * 3 basis. Then I asked for various bits of demographic
information, including the ages of any reproductive gambles. I further inquired (on a -2 to +2 scale) how religious they were now, in beliefs and in
practices, compared to when they had entered university. I asked each alumnus to chart broadly, on a graph I provided, how "liberal or conservative"
their attitudes on the surveyed (R\fA) issues had been at various ages, starting
at 18. The questionnaire ended with a request for an explanation of any big
changes on their graphs.
Sample Characteristics. Forty-five

of the respondents were females, 41

males. Their mean age was 36.1 years, with the solid rnaiority being either 35
or 36. Their mean level of cducirtion was 17.9 yeilrs, comparable to the first
alumni study's 17.6. Scvcn of thcnr l.rrrd rrcver llccn tnarricd. Six othcrs had
'l'hc othcr 73 wcrc ntarrictl, alrn<lst all
becn urarriecl an{ p<lw wt:rc rlivorcctl.
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them for the first time. The seven unmarried alumni had no children, and
so did_17 orher respondents. The other 62 had children,43 of them having
two. The children ranged in age from six months to 16 yeârs. The oldesr child
averaged 7.7 years. Only three of these alumni had teenagers.
These 86 alumni cannot be considered representative o] any larger group,
not even of my university's graduates. They wenr to school fo,
" answered
they allowed the alumni office to keep in touch with them, and they
my requesr. Most of them still lived in winnipeg, and all but g siill lived in

Ioniti-.,

91i1du. As a group they are canadian urban professionars, married with

children.

Mosr of rhem were born in 1958, were just reaching adolescence when the
1960s turned into rhe 1.970s, and entered university as the class of 19g0.
There

they served in a crummy old psychology experiment for which they received
no meaningful feedback, and whose results sar in a file drawer foi 1g years
while they lived the second half of their lives. until one day out of the tlue,
the crummy old psychologist asked them to serve science once again.

Results. The intercorrelation of responses to the twenty-eight RrfA scale
items averaged .22, yielding an alpha of .g9 on this go uroundla little
higher
than that obtained in 1976. But individual scores proved much less rtà'ble,
the "eighteen-year tes.r-retesr reliabiliry" being .59. (The 1986..twelve-year

test-retest reliability" had been .62.) Many people had changed a great deal.
Transposing rhe means to equivalence with a thirty-item iest ans*ered on
a -4 to +4 basis, the 86 alumni had a mean score of 153.5 in 1976,anda
significantly lower mean of 140.0 in 1994. The 24 alumni who were not
parents (who had gone to school for 18.0 years on average) showed
a significan_t drop of 28.3 poinrs, from 158.9 to 130.6 (or 1g%). The 62
alumni who
had experienced the bliss of 2:00 a.u. feedings, tooth eruption, and the Terrible Twos, who had 17.8 years of education, also showed a drop, of 7.g

points, from 151.3 to 143.5 (or soÂ), which also was significant (i:2.06;
p < .05). (But the drop among the nonparents was significantly larger.)
Not everyone dropped, naturally. one person shot up 57 points. But 9
others fell more than that, including 4 parents. one paren't, u ,"rh.. high 172
at age 18, now scored a very low 64.
As before, people who were relatively authoritarian ar age 1g changed the
most; initial RlvA scores correlated .47 with rhe amount oisubsequeni drop.
Females and males dropped equally. I had thought that the longer parenrs
had been stepping on Lego pieces in their bare Ieet, the higher ih.i, Rwe
scores wor.rld have rebounded. But the correlation equaled onty .t 1 (which
is
not statistically signifi cant).
The alurn'i hacl s.me i'sight int. what had happened to them, and why.
'I'hcy ah..'st alweys thought rhcir ycars
rt u.,iu"isity had been liberalizing.
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But most of them (47) thought their present responses to the items would be
more "conservative" than they had been as introductory psychology students,
whereas actually the solid majority of them (61) scored lower on the R'$fA
Scale. (Eleven thought their attitudes had not changed, 20 thought they would
be more liberal now, and 8 did not answer the question.) The parents did not
sense how powerfully those little bundles of joy had apparently changed their
attitudes. Only 18 of the 62 moms and dads mentioned parenthood as one of

the factors that had affected them, and only 5 of these listed it first. Other
answers that appeared often ("Life experiences," "More responsibility,"
"Getting realistic," and "Changes in society") undoubtedly referred to raising
children in some cases, but also potentially to other things.s

Discussion. Basicaily, the results confirm the first alumni study. Higher
education apparently lowered the authoritarianism of most of these people,
especially the Highs who began to experience the wider world (as some of
them noted in their comments). The alumni who remained childless stayed
low after 6nishing their educations-a period of many years now, during
which they grew older and wealthier, advanced in their careers' and probably
acclnired â mortgage. These and the other things that are supposed to make
us morc conservative as we grow older could not have had much of an impact
upon these people's authoritarianism, for they still fall substantially below
their freshman RWA level.
llut those who became parents apparently bounced back up. In this study,
unlike the one in 1986, the parents did not quite rebound to their freshman
levels (despite being parents longer than their 1986 counterparts). But they
nevertheless ended up close to their initial scores.
I am struck by the considerable changes that occurred in the second half of
many of these lives. The data hardly confirm Freudian notions that adult
personality is set by the age of six. The "formative years" seem to extend to
age thirty-six at least!
Finally, I am also impressed by the direction of the change. Because of the
large amounts of university experience these people had, their RWA scores
dropped a lot. Parenthood ratcheted these scores back up, but even the parents

remained significantly less authoritarian than they were as young adults. Although this may disappear once the children hit adolescence, I find it remarkable
that these "thirty-somethings" were still less authoritarian than they had been
at age eighteen. (Remember the warning, "Never trust anyone ouer thirty"T)We
do not, it seems, inevitably grow more conservative as we grow older.
FURTHER CAUSES OF CHANGES IN ADULT'AUT IORITAI{IANISM:
SOCIETAL CHANGES

of the alumni parents just clisctrsscd saicl that "clranges in socicty" l-racl
affected their attituclcs. 'l'hcy c:orrltl wcll bc rig,lrt. lividcncc inclicrttcs thnt major
Some
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social events can shift our level of authoritarianism at any point in our
adult
lives. As the winds of crisis blow, we can become less'authoritarian than
before, or more so.
As an example, the items on the first version of the Rrù7A scale could
only
-become
relatively unglued over rime because they had been strongly bondeâ
in the_6rst place-prob ably by the civil rights movemenr, the war in Vi.t.r"rn,
and lfatergate. These social upheavals had split American sociery down
to
its family roors, polarizing opinions and creating a New Left that challenged
the wisdom and integrity of the Establishment
it, authorities. Their oien
talk of revolurion accompanied by the battles in"nd
the street caused -"rry oth.r,
to recoil away from them, toward the real winner of the 196B Democratic
national convention in Chicago, Richard Nixon.
The Rr(A scale was first used at the end of this era, and its conrinuous employment at my university ever since lets us see how levels of student authori-

tarianism have changed over the years. w'e saw in Figure 2.1, that scores on
the
continuing Twelve rose fairly sreadily from 1973,rtriil tggz. Then they srarred
a gradual decline that has gotten us, by L995, essentially back
to the levàls ofthe
late_1970s and early 1980s. How did these changes t"ke place, and
why?
How? The rise occurred basically because the low ."a of the RwA Scale
distribution (in absolute terms) wilted and died. (..\ùfhere have all the flowers
gone?") At the same time, the number of "slightly" and ',moderately,'High

RWA students increased (EoF, pp.2a-27). ('Gone to business ,.hoÉI, .u.iy
3.1 updates this breakdown of the continuing Twelve scores.
one can see that the pendulum is swinging back, that
-or."Lo*, and fewer
o^ne.") Table

Highs are showing

ul

each year.

why? 'ùr'ell, Lows probably waned in the first prace because rhe societal
issues that nurrured their developmenr in the latè t96os and early 1970s
largely disappeared. The civil rigÀts movement drifted to the back pages of
newspapers' the war in vietnam ended, Nixon resigned. But why then
àid so
many young people Velcro themselves onto Ronald Reagan, Brian Mulroney,
and Margaret Thatcher? They may have concluded that-.,conservatives,'had
the answers liberals lacked.

why the drop then? r7e are getting some of the children of the flower
children now. If you had a child in 1910, he or she would have entered university in 1988 or larer. Bur also someyoung peopre may have decided that
the conservatives do nor have the answÀrs
ti-. tâ give the liberals a
try. If the times they are a-changing (again),"nd-it"
people entering"adulthood could
be a-changing too.

SOCIETAL TT.IRDAT AND S}IIF'TS IN ADULT AUTHORITARIANISM

rf writcrs have presentecl archival evidence that when American
society expcricnccs high lcvcls of social rhrcat, authoritarianism increases
A n'mber
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Table

3.1

Distribution of summed scores of continuing Twelve items among
students, 197 3-199 5
Very

Year

personal

N

1973 976
1"979 527
1985 533
r99r 902
1995 L070

Moderately

Slightly

Slightly

high
(%)

high
(%)

Very
high
(%)

Moderately

(%)

low
(%)

3.5

1.1..2

30.9

40.2

13.2

1.0

1.3

6.5

3r.3

43.8

t6.0

1.1

0.2

2.8
3.9
5.9

22.5
25.9
27.2

51.2

22.0

52.4
46.9

16.9
18.1

1.3
0.3
1.2

Low

0.6

0.7

low
(%)

Note: When RWA Scale items were answered on a - 3 to + 3 basis (from 1973 through
1.979l, "very low RVA" meant scores on these twelve items ranged from 1'2 to 24,
"moderately low" from 25 to 36, "slightly low" from 37 to 48, "slightly high" from 49 to 60,
,,moderately high" from 61 ro T2, and "very high" from T3 to S4. When a nine-point ( - 4 to
+4) response scale was adopted for the RWA Scale in 1980, the categories above were
redefi ned as 12-28, 29

44, 4 5-60, 61-7 6, 77 -92, and

93-1 08, respectively'

within its people. Economic disaster such as the Great Depression seemed to
boost conversion to "authoritarian religions" (Sales, 1'972) and elevate authoritarian submission, authoritarian aggression, and other elements of the
Berkeley model of the authoritarian personality (Sales, 1,973). Periods of high
inflation, strikes, and terrorist bombings can also threaten society. Doty, Pe'Winter (1,991,)
took these and other indicators into account and
terson, and
of
an overall rise in the many traits of "Berkeley
found archival evidence
relatively threatening years 1'983-L987 '
the
authoritarianism" during
me less than laboratory experiments.6 But we
convinces
Archival evidence
on societies, and the conclusion that social
experiments
laboratory
cannot run
authoritarianism is buttressed by many
right-wing
in
increases
leads
to
threat
what happened in Germany in the
notably
most
examples,
historical
chilling
early 1-930s. I have trieâ to study the factors involved in such cases through
role-playing experiments conducted in the mid-1980s.
ttr ;o1.-plafing convinces one even less than archival studies do, because
I was asking participants to imagine how they would feel under various circumstances in the future (EOf, pp. 289-310). People sitting in a quiet testing
situation almost certainly underestimate how disturbed they would get if their
world actually came crashing down around their ears. But we might still learn
something by comparir-rg "imaginings" from one situation to another.
condition, university students who had already completctl
First, as
".onttol
the RWA Scale were askcd to reanswer the test, imagining they were twenty
years older, well off, ancl thc parerlts t>f tccn-agcd childrcn. Over:rll, thcy
imaginecl thcy wotrld bcc.'prc, a littl. nrçrc rrut[<llitarian rrs a rcsult.
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Then, in another condition, I also threw
in economic turmoil in Canada
twenry years ahead accompanied by uior.nt
/ri;;;;rph.îu"r. stud".,tr,
role-played RïûA
"

scores ,hot up néar:ry three times as
much as the contror
groups had.
But when I presented a scenario involving
economic turmoir and a violent
.
rigbt-wing coup within the government that
seemed about to destroy democracy, students did not rea.a by becoming
/"r,

.igit-*i;

u".rtorit"ri".r.

tn_
stead, their RWA scores did not differ
significantly from the conrrols,.
I repeated the experimenrrvith ,r-pË
of p"r.nr,
same overall
resulrs: a violent reft-wing threat "produ..d

"ï;;;; #

thoritarianism. But a. vioÈnt rig't'-*ing
"'rignifi.;;;;;;n-p.oj..r.a
"u_
threar
did not red,uceR\rA.
The violent reft-wing rhreat"ro d"-i..".y
in

these ,ory-rÀr., i'volved
street violence and urban riors.aimed
at roppiing
whereas the
right-wing rhreat came from the gou.rr,-à.,,
iri.rr,
,-ài'ao*rr.
uo*
would people rea* to a viorent .ifht-wi'g
movemenr dedicated to overthrow_
ing the governmenr rhrough violËnce in
ih, ,tr..ts? I wrote a ..Brownshirrs,,
scenario about an exrremisr right-wing
gro.up that
u"rirlglhe porice in
the streers, rrying to.destroy t"heir pof;rirr
opponenrs by force, and urging
that their leader be given aiétutori"f

rh;;;;;*;;
rîr- ii.
*",

fà*.r.

Students (and parents) reacted roihi,
scenario by becoming significantly
more. authoritarian, probably hoping
the government would crush the extremists. Thus people seem- spring-roàed
,Ju..o-. *.r. .Ërrr-îi.g author_
itarian when rhere is troubreln rË. ,rr."rr.-nut
that i, .;;;rf;.
iir..tion u'
authoritarian leader would *"nt rn"*
to go. (If you put rhese two viorent
right-wing scenarios rogether, you have
g.r,e.ailf faitÀful ,.na.ri'g of how
the Nazis seized power in Germany. À "
roiJr,rreer violence berween the com_
munisrs and the Nazis red to erecioral
victory for the r"rr... iirlNazis portrayed themselves as the defenders of t"ora., .u.n ,rrougl Hid., hra
tried to overrhrow the government by force
"rrâhimserr,
.*ir"r,""riJ his Stormtroopers were causing most of the violence.
once i.rstall.à
the head of a minority government, Hitrer
"t
seized dictatoriar "r-.h"n..tto,
power .,remporarily" from the top foliowing tt. i"i.hrt"g
6r., to the cheers and relief of
millions' The role-plarels
Ày ."p.ri.n"rl,
ro have ,,reacred,, in rhe
!n
same way rhar masses of Germans
àia in the "pp.u,
.nity

Back to the future.

I

1930s.)

next determined ihat n'onuiorent left-wing prorest
movemenrs did not raise RlrA scores
nearly
*u.t-",
left-wing
protests did' Mv nonviorenr movement
"r I;À& ".r.",
;,îiiïrpr."a
was forceful
uu,
peaceful demonstrations'' involving
large ;r".n-.o*-i;;r;r;
-arches.,,
speakers at rallies severely criticizeithe"gtu.rr,*.nr,
but the audience ristened
politely to government spokesperronr.
fia"ny demonstrators carried out acts
of civil disobedience' forcing À.
,o
them. But the
" protests
"urtrn.iri.r'
were always peaceful, and tÀe rt>rc-praying
"...ra
subjects recoiled

il;.
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Finally, I discovered that if a government brutally repressed nonviolent left*i.rg prât"rtors, participants iÀdicated they would become significantly /ess
autlioritarian. If inducing left-wing protestors to become violent is the "Nixon
trap,,, inducing goua.rrrnant to use violence against nonviolent protestors
"
can be called the "Gandhi traP."
I should nore thar in the mâny scenarios in which I found the role-players
all that
became more avthoritarian, the High R\ù(A subjects did not go up
Inof
chaos.)
edge
the
on
teetered
world
the
much. (They already believed
Perhaps
jumped
most.
the
up
students
RWA
st."d, À. ùod.r"t. and Low
they would only become more authoritarian temporarily. But "temporarily"
the
was all Hitler nleded to seize power and eventually plunge the world into
time.7
of
all
most murderous war

A Summing UP
lVhat causes personal authoritarianism? It may be genetica-lly determined to
can be
some extent.'But while a plausible theoretical case for DNA roots
unadvanced, the evidence foi genetic factors is presently inconsistent and
convincing.
We caripredict inrroductory psychology students' R'WA scores rather accurately if ïe know whether they h"ue had certain experiences in life. The
critilalieriod for the developmeni of adult authoritarianism, in terms of these
experiences, is probably adolescence.

ir"u. .uid.r,.. that authoritarianism can shift back and forth
bu, *.
"iro
during adulthood. Higher education usually lowers it, especially among High
R\fA;. It appears that getting older, per se, does not cause R\ùtA scores to
climb. But becoming p"i.n$likely will. !7e know that levels of right-wing
authoritarianism in .rn^iuersity studànts change periodically over time' perhaps
preceding era.
even cyclically, arguably in reaction ro the events of the
the level of auaffect
fi""ffy, it ré.-i likeiy that violent societal threats
likely to head
more
much
thoritarianism within éo,rrrtry. But people
^ppear
"
the low end,
for
than
times
i;;;[; high end of the R\{rA'Scale during such
no matter who is threatening democracy.

4
The Cognitive Beh avior of Authoritarians

In this chapter we shall consider five related lines of evidence about how rightwing authoritarians think and make decisions. All of these cognitive tendencies can be deduced from what we already know about the authoritarian. In
particular, they follow fairly directly from authoritarian submission itself and
the way High RWAs are often brought up.
Compared with others, âuthoritârians have not spenf much time examining
evidence, thinking critically, reaching independent conclusions, and seeing
whether their conclusions mesh with the other things they believe. Instead,
they have largely accepted what they were told by the authorities in their lives,
which leaves them with time for other things, but which also leaves them
underpracticed in thinking for themselves. lWe shall see how this deficiency
puts authoritarians themselves at risk, as well as the society in which High
R\fAs properly have as much right as anyone else to say what our policies
should be, and who shall lead us.
The relationships uncovered in this chapter are not large. But by the time
you finish it, you may feel you understand authoritarians-and maybe even
some recent history-better.

Ability to Make Correct lnferences
We shall begin this exploration in the summer of 1,989 in a jury room in the
most northwest corner of the mainland United States: Port Angeles, Washington. Within, a group of men and women are trying to break a deadlock
over a criminal case, and one of them, a Ph.D. student in psychology named
Mary $7egmann, cannot believe what she is hearing. Certain members of the
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I thought people accustomed to

inferences.

were screened bv telephone
iîÉfi. à ,làf .o"nt.ii"f âpi"i""t.i Voi'nteers
and then given an appointdifficulties
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i., p.r..prr"l h".,dicups"unà
they were helped to Jeel
There
campus'
collegË
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at
more'
ileî ,h.t ,p.n, t ou, o'

I do not mean to imply that right-wing authoritarians believe everything is
true. They carry quite a list of "false teachings" and rejected ideologies in
their heads. But they usually learned which ideas are bad in the same way
they learned which ones are good-from the authorities in their lives. Highs
therefore have more trouble identifying falsehoods on their own because they
are not as prepared to think critically. They learned to yea-say instead, and
"agree" usually leaps to their tongue faster than "disagree"-as we saw in
Chapter 2. So if an inference rs true, they will have a good chance at "getting
it right." But should it be false, they often will not notice.
Suppose, then, a vicious, outlandishly false rumor spreads through a community. Suppose an unfair stereotype circulates through a society. Suppose
someone tells a Big Lie. Who will be inclined to believe these things, right off
the bat, before we euen consider the content of the rumor, stereotype, and lie?

opinions'"
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I was particularly interested in the results of the "inferences test," because
agreeing with authorities would be weak at
drawing their own conclusions. So in 1991 and 1.992 I gave the correctinferences test $Tegmann had used to over 800 students. Both times I found
Highs did significantly worse on it than others. The relationships came in
somewhat smaller than those \ùTegmann had found, but in my experiments
subjects could look back in their booklets at the evidence under discussion
whereas in Wegmann's study that information had been replaced on the computer screen. (And Highs still had trouble making correct inferences.) In both
experiments, High RWAs particularly had trouble recognizing decidedly false

evidence and to
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To the extent that we copy other people's opinions, rather than critically
evaluate them and decide for ourselves, we can end up believing a lot of
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contradictory ideas. Our heads can become depositories for slogans, conventional wisdom, "well-established facts," things that "They say . . ." and religious quotations, each kept in its own compârtment (like my teaching department and research department), and pulled out as the situation demands.
These beliefs can be antithetical, but as long as our thinking remains highly
compartmentalized, we shall probably not notice.
One can cite many examples of compartmentalized thinking in Highs. In
the United States, High RWAs would be particularly offended at any suggestion that children stop saying the Pledge of Allegiance in school. I suspect that,
if they had their way, we would say it right after we sang the "Star Spangled
Banner" at every football, basketball, and baseball game-and then again
during the seventh-inning-stretch, just in case we had forgotten what we stood
for while wc were standing. But curiously, two of the things we stand for are
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that some unfortunate people get treated very unfairly. Unfortunately for me,
the responses to the set of items showed little interitem consistency, so the
Social Justice Scale never had a chance. (It was not my 6rst "Little Scale That

Couldn't.")
'When

I picked through the psychometric rubble, I found that the twelve
items held together quite nicely among the Low RrVAs, who typically said,
(1)people do not always get what they deserve, and (2) some people are
ffeated very unfairly. The problems arose among the Highs, who typically
said, (1)people do get what they deserve in life, and (2) some people are
treated very unfairly. To be specific, High RWAs tended to agree with such
items as "If poor people really wanted to, they could 'pull themselves up by
their bootstraps"' And "A person can have lots of drive and determination,
but still not get very far in life because of discrimination against their sex or
race.tt

If you are one of the heroes who read the methodology chapter of this book,
you know that we again have here the bane of poor, honest test developers:
High RWAs' tendency to yeâ-say. But yea-saying does not flow just from
confusion or apathy. It can also come from a tendency to "think out of both
sides of our heads." The authoritarian with compartmentalized thinking can
piously agree that life treats many unfairly and yet also believe that everyone
in America has equal opportunity. Highs will say, "racial preiudice does exist.
I am against it. I am not myself prejudiced. Why some of my best friends . . ."
But they will also say, "Everybody knows 'those people' have chosen to live
that way. Otherwise they wouldn't."
FURTHER STUDIES OF SELF-CONTRADICTION

Wondering if Highs would "think with a forked brain" on other issues, I
asked 238 students in February 1,990 to respond to ten pairs of statements
adapted from Tomkins's (1965) Polarity Scale. Each pair supposedly represented opposite opinions on some issue. For example: "If human beings were
really honest with each other, there would be a lot more anger and hostility
in the world," versus "If human beings were really honest with each other,
there would be a lot more sympathy and friendship in the world."
Students trudging through my booklet first encountered ten of Tomkins's
statements at the bottom of a page, which they answered on the usual - 4 to
+ 4 basis. When they turned the page over, they encountered the "oppositesr"
in somewhat different order, at the top of the back side. (See Exhibit 4.1).

I

Exhibit

4.1

Ten Contradictory Pairs of ltems

1. If human

beings were really honest with each other, there would be a lot
more ânller and hostility in the world.
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should allow total freedom of expression, even if
threatens law and order.

2. A government

breaks the law, it is
that he be punished'

3. If an individual
4. Human

I found, not surprisingly, a lot of consistent answering. Some people have
at least as much internal consistency as some psychological tests do. And

it

i

others probably noticed they were covering the same ground again, checked
back, and got their act together. But I also found considerable inconsistency,
as people often agreed with both a statement and its opposite. Lows gave yeayea responses 114 times, and Highs did 1.74 times (p < .05). (Lows had a
nonsignificant tendency to "nay-nay" more than Highs did, 6047.1
I repeated this experiment with 211 students the following month and got
nearly identical results. Lows showed more consistent answering overall than
Highs. They again had a nonsignificant tendency to "nay-nay" more than
Highs, while Highs proved significantly more likely than Lows to agree with
both parts of a seemingly contradictory pair.
In September 1990 I administered eight contradictory pairs to 466 students.
Most of the pairs came from the previous studies, but I also dealt in a few of
my own, such as "$[hen it comes to love, men and women with opposite points
of view are attracted to each other ('opposites attract')," versus "'Birds of a
feather flock together' when it comes to love." The results proved essentially the
same: Low R'SfAs answered "nay-nay" slightly more than High RXTAs did, while
Highs gave "yea-yea" responses significantly more than Lows did. The same
thing happened among 235 parents tested the next month.
So High RNflAs contradict themselves more often than Lows, and apparently do not notice it, even when the contradiction occurs within a minute or
so. They appear to examine ideas less than most people do. You do not get
the feeling they have considered many notions and just "squeezed" them.
Instead they seem to be, like Sancho Panza, suckers for slogans and sayings.
As I always say, "It takes one to know one." So how come I do not realize
my own compartmentalized thinkin3? 'Well, we do not come equipped with
self-diagnostic programs. \7e often need others to point out the inconsistencies
in our thoughts. I get such loving help all the time, sometimes prefaced with
"You sexist pig!" as I try to unlearn a lifetime of gender conditioning. Oddly,
women tend to correct my sexist statements more thân my male-bonded buddies do. For some reason, people who think as I do tend not to notice the
inconsistencies in my beliefs. But that is probably another reason why High
RVAs do not realize how compartmentalized and contradictory their ideas
are, for (compared to others) they tend to surround themselves more exclu-

.l:

sively with people who agree with them.

NoT always to society's advantage

beings should be treated with respect only when they deserve re-

spect.

should be taught to strictly obey their parents, even though
they may not alwaYs feel like it'

5. children

6.

Fear can make the bravest man tremble.

!7e should not condemn failure

of nerve.

7.

Reason and objective facrs are the chief means by which human beings

make great discoveries'
is that it usually represents the will of all
best people'
the
of
instead
the people,
iust
The most imporranr duty of any government is the maintenance of law

g. The trouble with democracy

g.

and order.

10.

Parents should first of all be gentle and tender with their children.

[Page is turned over.]
1

1. If an individual

breaks the law, he should be punished for the good of

society.

1.2. If human beings were really honest with each other, there would be a lot
more sympathy and friendship in the world'

13. A government should only allow freedom of expression so long

as

it

does not threaten law and order.

14. Faith, not reâson, is the chief means by which human beings make great
discoveries.
15.

All human

beings should be treated with respect at all times'

16. children should be encouraged to express themselves and seek their
own ways, even though parents may not always like it'

17. cowardice is despicable and in a soidier should be severely punished'
1g. The trouble with democracy is that it seldom represents the will of the
people.

of a// thc pcoplc.

*

r
-&

Lg. parents should first of all be firm and uncompromising with their children; spare the rod and spoil the child.
20. The most intportitnt (luty ()f any govcrnntcnt
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is to promote thc welfarc

$

What ls "Our Most Serious Problem"?

r

Authoritarians' shortfalls at critical thinking and tendencies to yea-say also
surface if you ask them if some particular social problem is our most serious
problcm. I first discovered this in Jarruary 1990 when I asked 300 students if
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they thought "the 'drug problem,' and the crime it causes, are the zn os/ serious
problems in our country today." I found that 74"A of the Highs, compared
with 44o/" of the Lows, said drugs were problem number one (p < .001).
I was not knocked off my horse by the news that Highs considered the drug
problem more serious than Lows did. But I was surprised that, three-quarters
ôf thr Highr thought it, of all our social ills, was our most serious problem.
Yet when I asked 23 8 other students the following month if they thought "the
destruction of the family" was our most serious problem, 84%. of the Highs
wrote "Yes," compated with 38% of the Lows (p < .001).
So which one constitutes our most serious problem, drugs or the destruction
of the family? They may be related to some extent, but they are not the same
thing. Furthermore, when I asked 209 students the following fall if they
thought the loss of religion and commitment to God represented the most
serious problem afflicting our society, 72Y" of the Highs said "Yes," compared
with 3% of the Lows (p < .001). Thus seueral different things are all "our
most serious problem," in the not altogether reflective minds of right-wing

authoritarians.
Pcrhaps Lows would also overreact if we highlighted their concerns.Indeed,
when I asked 211 students in March 1,990 if "the destruction of the environment" was our most serious problem, 66% of the Lows agreed. But so did
60%, of the Highs (p > .50).And when the following fall I polled 213 others
on whether "the destruction of individual freedom" was our greatest problem,
only 44oÂ of the Lows said "Yes," as did 25"/" of the Highs (p > .20). In
January 1,991.I tried "poverty"; 35"Â of the Lou's, and 34To of the Highs,
agreed it was our most serious problem (p > .50).
In summary, when I proposed to university students that something was
our biggest problem, Low RVAs usually disagreed-even when I mentioned
issues Lows are particularly concerned about. And High RVAs agreed nearly
as much as Lows that problems on tbe Low RWA agenda were our biggest
trouble.'tù(/hen I lobbed issues from ttre Highs' own agenda before them, most
of them said this, that, and the next thing were all "our most serious problem." \ùVhen it came to the danger of the drug problem' etcetera' most Highs
found it hard to "Just say 'No.' "
Well so what? What is so bad about Highs being a little sloppy in their use
'Well, it is more serious than that; the "biggest problem" data speak
of terms?
ro more than just imprecision in the authoritarian mind. High RrVAs stand
about ten steps closer to the panic button than the rest of the population.
They see the world as a more dangerous place than most others do, with
civilization on the verge of collapse and the world of Mad Max looming just
beyond. As we saw earlier, their parents taught them the world was dangerous, and the resulting fear drives a lot of their aggression. Ask the militias
training in the woods.
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Look back at the RWA Scale items in Chapter 1. Notice how many talk
about our imminent ruin, about peruersions eating away at society, about tbe
situation in our country getting so serious, about the rot tbat is poisoning us.
Such items have always drawn solid agreement from Highs, regardless of how
turbulent or placid the times. Problems have come and gone over the past
twenty-five years; some things have gotten steadily worse, but other things
have gotten steadily better. (Anybody remember 1,968?) But the "cry havoc"
items have continuously struck a chord in the authoritarian psyche, because
authoritarians always perceive society as going to hell in a hand basket. Like
the people in River City, "we have Trouble, Trouble, Trouble with a capital

T."
High RVAs, accordingly, can be easily frightened, which makes them vulnerable to precisely the kind of overstated, emotional, and dangerous âssertions
a demagogue would make. So how hard would it be for a sufficiently unscrupulous, power hungry, real agitator to turn authoritarians' general anti-Semitism into the Nuremberg Laws? Or for a washed-up, unprincipled senator from
'Sfisconsin
to turn Cold War fears into a life-crushing, four-year witch hunt?
Or to get Highs to join a "posse" after any vulnerable group today?

I do not mean, in pointing out this latent threat, to move yor three paces
closer to the panic button. High R\fAs have been around for a long time,
and cooler heads have usually prevailed. But as long as authoritarians do not
think much about what they hear, and believe "X is our biggest problem,
where X is a variabler" and are vulnerable to fear-arousing bombast, they are
prone to stampede. And once stampedes start, you either get out of the way,
join them, or get trampled.
Biases in Judging "Sufficrent Evidence"

Let me repeat: High R-ùfAs do not believe euerything they hear. They will
reject out of hand "dangerous ideas" from "bad sources." But they show a
hefty double standard when testing for truth: evidence for disagreeable conclusions is scrutinized more critically than evidence supporting what the authoritarian wants to believe.
I studied this propensity in 466 of my students at the beginning of September 1990 by asking for reactions to the twenty statements in Exhibit 4.2
(shown with correlation to RWA scores in parentheses). Take the first item.
Do you agree that "the fact that airplane crashes sometimes occur when the
pilots' biorhythms are at. a low point proves biorhythms affect our lives?" I
hope not. If biorhythms affected nothing, you would still find coincidental
times when planes crashed and the pilots' biorhythms had been "low" (just
as there are days when planes crash and graduate students are caught up in
their work-although thcse are much rarer).
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sion made by God.
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because sensationâl crimes sometimes occur on
5. Just
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full -oon, that does not prcve the full moon has mysterious Powers
over us. ( -.03)

minds',-it

17. If someone shows some ESP ability on one occasion, but cannot ever
show it again, it s/i// proves beyond a doubt that ESP exisrs." ( -.06)
18. The fact that the Shroud of Turin was scientifically shown ro have been

that have ocSkeptics cannot explain all the thousands of UFO sightings
somewhere
from
.u.r.d, so there -.trt b. something visiting our planet
Even

while "communicating with

16. Just because many planes and ships have disappeared in the ,,Bermuda
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15.

Tbe Sufficient Euidence Test
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No/e: Items are answered on a -4 to *4 basis.
o
Indicates the item is considered false, so the right answer would be to disagree. Keying is reversed for these items, A high score over all twenty items
therefore indicates high critical reasoning ability.
ooIndicates the correlation with RWA scores wâs sratistically
significant

(p

< .05 by a two-tailed test; N : a661. A negative correlation means High

R.WAs showed /ess reasoning ability.

To proue that biorhythms affect pilots'performance, we need (as a start) data
for plane crashes for all the days: "high biorhythm" days, "medium" days, and
"bad hair" days. So I think one should disagree strongly with item 1.
Yet I wholeheartedly agree with item 2's hesitation about "crystal power."
Since we cannot measure immaterial energy, we are going to have trouble
testing a crystal's ability to harmonize such energies. (Please do not write me
that your crystal works.)
As indicated in Exhibit 4.2, I think half of the items on my Sufficient Evidence Test of critical thinking ability âre rrue, and the other half âre false.
Deeper thinkers may wanr to pick a fight over some of my calls, but I did try
to balance the summed scores against yea-saying.
Overall, my brand new university students did not blow me away with their
critical thinking. Summed scores could go from 20 to 180, and someone who
did not have a clue and simply guessed would score abour L00. The mean
among my classes equaled 107.4, and responses to the items usually averaged
about 0 on the -4 to +4 format (or, in other words, "Huh?").
lVhen I correlated the students' RWA scores with their reactions to each of
these items, I mostly found very small relationships. High RWAs usually did
worse than others, but seldom by much. They were only slightly more seduced
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by the biorhythm "proof," they did not particularly b_elieve in "crystal
power," and they *rrr- *op skeptical than most about UFOs, as well as tarot
card readers, full moons, and Bigfoot.
But when it came to "evidence" connected to Highs' religious beliefs' their
critical thinking took a hike. They might have been as skeptical as others
about ghosts, Àe Bermuda Triangle and ESP, but to their minds common
legends"abou t a big flood proued the story of Noah. If one finds a fallen wall
aiJericho, that pràves Joshua's horns brought it down. "Near-death experienËes" ptâu. th. teachings of Christianity. And scientific analysis be damned,
High RVAs knou the Shroud of Turin was miraculously created-by God.
iincluded six of the items in Exhibit 4.2in a booklet answered a few months
later by 491 parents. Again, Highs showed minor vulnerabilities to believing
u lor- of ESP and that the full moon has mysterious
that our dreâms
"r. did not buy the uFo trip any more than Lows did. But
powers over us. They
ih.y *.r. impressed by the "eYidence" for Noah's ark (r : - '38), Joshua's
horns (-.31), and the Being of Light ( - .28).
Stanàing bïck a bit, you Àuld say that Highs'tendency to disengage critical
thinking ihen considàring religion is the predictable outcome of being rewarded"all their lives for placing faith over reason. I would not dispute this'
But I also think the tendency extends beyond religion and has deeper roots,
namely, authoritarian submission. Highs' further reliance on social reinforcement ior their beliefs ("consensual validation") rather than on thinking for
themselves, makes them vulnerable to mistaken judgments in many fields,
which leads us to this chapter's final topic.t

A Special Vulnerability to the Fundamental Attribution Error
'l.977) describes a common mistake
The Fundamental Attribution Error (Ross,
people make when analyzing others' behavior. Simply put' w-e tend to overà"pi"l.t others' actions in terms of their personalities, and underexplain their
doi.rg, in terms of situational factors. (We similarly give ourselves personal
credi-t when analyzing our own wonderfulness, and blame our shortcomings
on other people and bad luck.)
Authoritar-ians' beliefs that poor people are too lazy to improve their
lives looks like the Fundamental Aitribution Error. So does Highs' selfrighteousness. In addition, their tendency to accept inadequate-evidence, if it
l.âds to cherished conclusions, suggests they will be particularly likely to make
the Fundamental Attribution Error when people say things authoritarians
wânt to hear.
HOMOSEXUAL RIGHTS

In the fall of 1.990,in a stucly pattcrned after the first FundamerrtalAttribution
Error experimclt (J<lncs ancl Harris, 1967),1 askcd thc same 466 students
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who answered my Sufficient Evidence Test to guess someone's true attitude
toward homosexual rights. They had to make their inference from a short
essay allegedly written for an exam. I told half the subjects the writer had
chosen the "point of view" of the essay. The other half were told that the
professor in the course had assigned that point of view. 'lfhat was rhe poinr
of view? In each condition, half the students read a pro-homosexual-rights
essay, while the others read an anti-homosexual-rights essay.
Imagine you are one of my participants, and it so happens you have drawn
a booklet containing the "Choice, Pro-Homosexual Rights" arrangement.
You read:
As part of a final exam in a philosophy course at this university last year, the
urHrn of the following
principles:
EITHER that homosexuals should have no resrictions on their lives in this country, compared with the rest of the population;
on that homosexuals should have sorne restrictions on their lives in this country, compared with the rest of the population.
Each student was allowed to choose which principle to argue for. One of the
students in the course wrote the following essay:
students were assigned to write a short essay supporting

Homosexuals are every bit as good as everybody else, and have the right, under
the Charter, to be neated equally. They work as hard as everybody else, are
usually more creative, and make quiet, responsible neighbors. Fear of homosexuals is largely based upon stereotypes. In most places in the world being "gay"
is not a bad thing. So there are many reâsons why homosexuals should have the
same rights to where they live and work that others do.

rlfhat would you say is this student's own, personal dttitude toward homosexuals? (Please mark the scale below with an "X.")

(1)

Strongly
Against

(2)

(3)
Moderately
Against

(4t

(5)

Neutral

or

(6)

(7) (8)
Moderately
Supportive

(s)
Strongly
Supportive

Can't Say

Knowing the situation the essay writer was in, you have several possibilities
to consider when estimating his or her real opinion, don't you? Perhaps the
essay writer believed the prof would grade "pro-homosexual" essays higher.
Perhaps this phil<lsophy student felt he or she could demonstrate debating
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skills better on that side of the issue. Perhaps the student knew that side of
the debate better. Perhaps the student personally believed what he or she
wrote. So the "right answer" is probably either 0 or "plus Something" on the
scale above.
'While

you, my dedicated participant, are trying to figure this out' the person
to your immediate left is going through the same procedure. Only this judge
was told an essay writer chose to write the following, quite different essay:
Homosexuals can nevef ask that they be tfeated like ordinary people. They have
an unnatural life style, one that disgusts many and goes against the laws of nature.
People always reâct against somebody who breaks the natural law. Besides,
"gay" men are particularly liable to get AIDS, and nobody wants to be around
somebody who has a fatal disease. So there are all kinds of reasons why homosexuals should not have the same rights to where they live and work that normal
people do.

\ftat

did tâis philosophy student really think? Again, you can approach the
mârter from several angles, but the sensible answer is probably 0 or "minus

Behavior
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you would have to say 0, right? But people often do nor say 0. Instead they
ignore the situational constraints on rhe essay writer, which in this case were

very powerful, and say rhe essay reveals something about the writer's personal
feelings. They thus make the Fundamental Attribution Error (FAE).
My real subjects in the "Assigned" condirions made the FAE about equally
for each essay-which amazes you rhe first time you see it. But here we are

wondering how right-wing authoritarianism figures into the story, so I analyzed the results separately for Lows and Highs (making the study a,,Z x z
x 2")'The ANovA found, naturally, a strong main effect for the position
of the essays, a significant choice by Position interaction, and a significant
triple interaction (F : 1.7.9, p <.0s) rhat represents the object of the hunt.
(or, in English, the position of the essayist on homosexual rights obviously
made a difference, and that difference was affected by whethér the position
was chosen or forced. But the judges' own aurhoritarianism affected their

judgments too.)
Here are the means for the Low and High
the four versions of the task.

RrrA students who answered

Something."

The "Choice" conditions in a Fundamental Attribution Error experiment
\What will
such as this serve as control groups for the real focus of attention:
a certain
express
bad
to
subjects infer if they are told the philosophy student
gotten
right
has
your
to
point of view? That's the task that the person sitting
by the luck of the booklet distribution. His version states:
Last year a professor at this university taught a philosophy course in which he
tried to teach his students how to make strong arguments for any side of an issue,
no matter what their personal feelings might be,
He then told his students he was going to ask them a question' on the final
exam, about homosexuality. He said he was going to assign them to write an
essay

on "gay rights."

'When the students got their exams, they found they HAD to write a short essay
arguing strongly for rhe principle "Homosexuals should have no restrictions on
their lives in this county, compared with the rest of the population."
One of the students in this course !\'rote the following essay.

The pro-homosexual-rights essay followed.
And finally, the person sitting two seâts away from you (in either direction),
gor the "Assigned, Anti-Homosexual Rights" version of the task in this "2
x 2" experiment.
Now when you get an essay built around an assigned point of view, written
as part of an exam in which students are trying to show how forcefully they
can ârgue for anything, what can you say about the student's personal opiniorl
on the issue? Zilch. So if y<>u erc lskcd whrrt tlrc 13ssây writcr rcally l'rclieved'

Low R\7As

High RITAs

Condition

N

Choice, Pro-Homosexual Rights (Control)

32 8.16
18 5.39
20 2.20
33 3.24

N
27
24
32
24

Assigned, Pro-Homosexual Rights

Choice, Anti-Homosexual Rights (Control)
Assigned, Anti-Homosexual Rights

Mean

Mean
7.86
6.63
2.16
2.2s

Let us do this step by step. Thirty-two Lows happened ro get an essây that
a philosophy student had allegedly cbosen ro write from a pro-homosexual
rights viewpoint. what was the essayisr's real opinion? you can see that, on
a L-9 scale, the 32 Lows inferred such a student would be strongly prohomosexual (mean
8.16). Eighteen other Lows got the same essay, but with
the understanding that the point of view had been assignedtothe writer. what
was the writer's personal point of view then? These 18 Lows sensibly said,
"Beats me." Their mean equaled 5.39, a shift of only .39 from 5.0 (thel'Neu-

:

tral or Can't Say" midpoint).
Given that this same essay produced a shift of (8.16 - 5.00 : ) 3.16 units
in the (control) "choice" condition among Lows, we can therefore calculate
the Fundamental Attribution Error in the "Assigned" condition in terms of
its percentage of the control group shift; that is, 0.39 divided by 3.L6,or just
1'2%,.l-lowevcr you cut ir, Low RWAs reading the pro-homosexual essay
madc vcry litrle attrilrution error.
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How did Hlsà RWAs react who read the same pro-homosexual essay? The
21 Highs in the (control) "Choice" condition also inferred that the writer was
revealing strong personal feelings (7.861. But when 24 othet Highs were told
the essay's point of view had been assigned by the teacher, they still thought
the writer was rather pro-homosexual (6.63).
Let us calculate our "FAE ratio" again, which allows us to take into account
the effects of the essay per se upon High RWAs. We get (6.63 - 5.00 : )
1 ,63 {or rhe "Assigned" condition, which is divided by the result for the (control) "Choice" condition (7.86 - 5.00 : ) 2.86. That gives a 57o/o Fundamental Attribution Error, a much bigger error than the Lows made on the
pro-homosexual essay.
'We

might guess that Lows in turn would show some attribution error on
the anti-homosexual essay. And they did, as you can see. Their mean in the
"Assigned" condition was (5.00 - 3,24 : ) 1'.76 units away from the sensible
"Canit say" neutral point. The Lows who read the "Choice" version ended
up (5.00 - 2.20 : ) 2.80 units away from neutraL So 1'.76 divided by 2.80

equals a 63Y" FAE. But High R'WAs still made a bigger onez 2.7 5 divided by
2.84, a 97% FAE.
\What do all these numbers boil down to? Simply this: compared to Lows,
High RWAs tended to ignore the fact that the essayist in the "Assigned"
corrdition had to express the point of view assigned. They thought the essayist
really meant it. They particularly thought the essayist was sincere when writing an anti-homosexual argument. This of course is what most High RWAs
would write themselves.
Now I shall reveal a guilt-edged secret. This September 1'990 study was my

third run of this experiment. The first two runs, done in 1989 with smaller

samples and slightly different wordings, produced somewhat conflicting results. The first study indicated Highs not only overbelieved assigned antihomosexual essays, they also underbelieved assigned pro-homosexual ones.
This result suggested enormous interpretive bias on the parts of Highs and set

my imagination on fire. ("Why, rhey twist everything to suit themselves!")
But when I repeated the study, the results proved much less spectacular, essentially like those from the third experiment described above.
Combining these three experiments (N : 1001), the various Fundamental
Attribution Errors average out (weighted means) as follows:

Low

R\ù(/As

High R\ûAs

Pro-Homosexual Essay

36"/"

57%

Anti-Flomosexual lissrry

6(t"l'

103',l%

Behavior 109

To put it simply, Highs made more attribution errors than Lows, especially
uthen they tended to agree with the message, Indeed, Lows were somewhat
restrained when they read an agreeable essay they knew had been forced onto
the writer (a 36% FAE). Authoritarians, by contrasr, completely accepted the
essayist's sincerity (1.03%l), even rhough they had been rold that the wrirer
was simply trying to demonstrate on an exam rhe ability ro argue well. Is this
not amazing?
POLITICAL PLATFORMS

The results above suggesr rhat High RwAs will be particularly vulnerable to
an insincere communicator who tells them what they want to hear. This observation fits with earlier findings in this chaprer, notably rhose concerning
Highs' disengagement of critical thinking when they like the conclusion. In
the present contexr, High RVAs might often fail to take into accounr the
situational pressures that could lead a communicator to say whatever is necessary to manipulate them. So they will be "suckered" more often by .,cons,"
and by "polsr" too,
I tested this hypothesis with anorher 2 x 2 X 2 experiment, also run rhree
times during 1989-90 .Instead of making inferences about the beliefs of someone writing an exam, these subjects (654 other srudenrs and23s parents) were
asked to evaluate a speech by a politician running for mayor. ,.Law and orderr" allegedly, had become the central issue in the campaign.
In the "Speaker High Choice" conditions, the students were told rhar a
candidate knew from polls that half the elecorare favored a tough law-andorder stand that would crack down on criminals; the other half of the electorate favored a "community-improvement" approach that would go after
the origins of crime.2 Thus in this situation, a candidate who came out strongly
for one or the other could be seen as probably giving a personal position.
In the "Speaker Low Choice" conditions, the polls showed overwhelming
(90%) support for one of these approaches. A candidate who then came out
strongly in favor of the position favored by the voters could thus be seen as
merely saying what he or she knew 90%o of the elecorate wanted to hear,
revealing nothing about his or her personal beliefs. (I did not run a third
condition in which a politician came our strongly against rhe inclination of
90%" of the voters, even though this happens at least three or four times every
hundred years.)
Each student received only one speech and one scenario of the circumstances behind it. Half the students read a "Dirty Harry" speech:
I am a very firm believer in law and order. I believe that crime is getting so bad
in our city, a decent person rakes his life in his hands just walking down the
streets now. Wc need rnorc policc, and if I'm elected they're going to get my full
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support in cleaning our the drug dealers, break-in gangs,.bank robbers, rapists,
anJail the other ciiminals who are ruining our city. Furthermore, as mayor I'm
going to do everything I can ro make sure that thieves and dope-heads and murà"r.i, g., sent to prison for a long, long time, and not get sent back to us on
"day parole" after they have only been in jail a short time'

The other speech advocated improving the communities where crime was
rampant:
I am a very firm believer in community Improvement. I strongly believe the only
way to stop crime is to stop producing criminals in our slums. we've got to
iÀirou" the lives of or' poà.. !?'e've got to give them good iob.training' and
'We

have to build good housthÀ good jobs at good wages once rhey're trained.
ing ii our'co*r.r,*ity for people with low incomes. !7e have to get the poor

iniolved in shaping therr futurei. And most of all, we have to change the attitudes
of those people in our city who believe that white people are better than brown,
yellow, o. UL.t people. Ôrime is caused by the system, and we've got to change
the system.

After reading the scenario and speech, students judged the candidate's real
to* to fight crime on a nine-point scale that ran from "Strongly
opinion
"bo,rt Development" to "strongly Pro Law and order"'Again, a
pro community
'We would..expect the
r'idpoint of 0 represe'ied "Neutral or Can't Say."
.,SpËaker High Choice" condition to give a better idea of the candidate's true
*. would look for thg Fundamental Attribution Error in the
pnririon,
"nà
"speaker Low Choice" condition.
ihi, ."p..imenr did nor produce as much attribution error âs the
homor.*uâl-rights studies. (Do you believe politicians w]lo courageously
come out in agreement with strong public opinion?) But the pattern of the
FAE below will look familiar.
Low
Pro Community ImProvement
Pro Law and Order

RWAs

High RI(As

77%

36%

5r%

/J /o

Authoritarians again made more attribution errors in both cases. unlike
Lows, who were p-articularly suspicious of someone they knew had strong
political reasons ior telling them what they wanted to hear, Highs were
àstoundingly gullible. They basically ignorecl thc politician's knowledge of the
g0"1, poll and believecl thc law-ancl-or(ler cirndiclatc wits sinccre.
S.,

l"t

,'s say, if you clgn't rrtitrcl, thlt yotl arc :r crg.kccl, rtnscrupulous
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person who wants to win high public office. You will say whatever you have
to say to get elected. 'Which block of voters are you going to target (besides
the moderates of course), the Low R]ùfAs or the High RWAs?
The choice is easy, is it not? Advocating a Low RWA position will alienate
the Highs and not necessarily win the more critically inclined Lows. ButHighs
do not wonder much about the sincerity of someone who tells them what they

want to hear. So their votes are yours if you just say the right things about
law and order, the flag, patriotism, abortion, tax cuts, and so on. Then comes
the dessert: even if it comes to light someday that you are "a crook," or sold
ârms to Iran, we know the High R'ù7As who supported you all along will still
believe in you for a long time, come what may. Do you think Low RWAs
would trust you no matter what?
Right-wing authoritarians' incredible credulity encourages manipulators to
take stands that will be popular with them. I am not saying all conservative
politicians are beady-eyed, scum-covered Machiavellians. But we can see why
such politicians would tend to head to the political right. High R\ùfA voters
are such an easy sell, they attract the unscrupulous. And because their votes
can be locked up simply by advocating their causes, their issues are more likely
to set the political agenda in a country.
I have also found that Highs make a strong fundamental attribution error
when judging assigned essays on whether the Bible is the word of God. They
also were more likely to trust a television evangelist who conducted a poll to
find out what kind of revival meeting would maximize financial contributions,
and then staged the most lucrative kind of program. So Highs probably fall
for deceptive exploiters in religion as well.

EXPLANATION AND OBSERVATION

Why do authoritarians so often ignore situational factors when a communicator tells them what they want to hear? I think it basically goes back to
authoritarian submission and those "tight circles" we considered earlier. High
RWAs generally have not determined for themselves what is true and false,
to the extent that others have. Instead they are more likely to absorb the
teachings of the authorities in their lives. They subsequently maintain their
beliefs against challenges by limiting their experiences, and surrounding themselves with sources of information that will tell them they are right-including
like-minded people.
Compared with others, Highs rely a lot on consensual validation to maintain their views. They develop a noticeable "us-them" outlook on information
sources that springs automatically from their general ethnocentrism.3 \(ho
are "us"? They are people wh<l believe what we, "the good people," believe.
So pcople who say what authoritirri:rns want to hear are welcomed, rather
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Type I and Type II errors
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But the evidence does indicate that right-wing authoritarians tend to lead
the league in these human foibles, and because of that they put themselvesand potentially all of society-at extra risk.
They also occupy first place when it comes to other, more "psychodynamic"
failings, as the next chapter reveals.
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often do not realize our double standards because we compartmentalize

our thinking, keeping matters that ought to

be connected unconnected. Since

we shall now focus on more "psychodynamic" matters

High RVAs compartmentalize their thinking a lot' we can expect them to
have lots of double standards. Thus we saw in Chapter 1 several criminalsentencing experiments that uncovered bad faith in right-wing authoritarians'
attitudes toward justice. Recall how High RWAs punished a prisoner who
beat up another prisoner more than they punished a police chief who did the
same thing. They punished a hippie who started a fight with an âccountant
more than the accountant if the roles were reversed. And they sentenced a gay
activist who led an attack on opponents more than an anti-gay activist who
did the same in a flip-flop situation.
I uncovered another double standard in a 7978 study in which students
were asked to judge the seriousness of an unfair election practice (RWA,
p. 323). Half the subjects were told a New Democratic government had discretely threatened Conservative Party supporters if they contributed to a Conservative campaign. The others got the reverse story. Low RWAs condemned
both acts of intimidation, equally. Highs proved less concerned overall about
official wrongdoing, and were significantly more condemning of a New Democratic government putting the screws to its political opponents than of a

evidence,

Conservative government doing the same.
I also found many High R'!74 double standards when it comes to gender
roles. They were much more likely to sây' on Spence and Helmreich's (1978)
Attitudes toward'S7omen Scale, that swearing, drinking, and telling dirty stories are less obiectionable when men do them, that the father should have
greater authority in raising children, that men should aim for careers and
women should aim for housekeeping, and so on. (See Chapter 1.)
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not
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",rdas we journey deeper into the twists and turns of the authoritarian

mind.
RELIGIOUS INDOCTRINATION IN PUBLIC SCHOOLS

Double Standards
You can
Double standards reveal something truly insidious in our thinking.
"Defensiveness"
with
one'
see this in the way we react when we get caught
to slip off
,hoor, right off th! scale. I myself despàrately iry to find some way

that
iÀ. hootl,rrually by developing some convenient rational e, after tbe fact,
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I think *Ë d.."d being skewered on our double standards for several
show
they
Second,
be.
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we
painful feasons. First, tliey show how unfair
'We are therefore hypoà,rr o.,fairness hides behind a facade of "principle."
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wc hltvc been fooling
pcrs()!1
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,,rrprira to us when wc gct caught, wc sce that
best is ourself.

have since completed double-standard studies on several additional topics.
The first concefns religious indoctrination in public schools. This study was
suggested by an earlier experiment (EOF, pp.278-281') in which I asked people what they would do if a law were passed requiring the strenuous teaching
of Christianity in public schools, aimed at getting all students to accept Jesus
Christ as their personal savior. I was stunned when nearly half of the 43 Highs
said they approved. I thought more would see the inherent unfairness of such

I

to non-Christians, and to Christians with different views as well.
In Septembe r 1.991,483 students answered a booklet containing one of two
versions of the religion in public schools issue. One version read:
a practice

Suppose a law were passed requiring the strenuous teaching of religion in public
schools. Beginning, in kinclcrgarten, all children would be taught to believe in
(iocl, pray tog,cthcr in school several times each day, memorize the Ten Com-
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of christian moralmandments and other parts of the Bible, learn the principles
to accept Jesus Christ as their personal savior'
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said it would be right for Islam to be similarly promoted in an Arab country'
again significantly lower than the 40oÂ obtained among Highs in the Christianity in Canada condition.
All three studies showed that Lows very consistently believed in minority
rights when it comes to promoting a religion in public schools. However, a
sizable percentage (40-62%) of the High RWAs thought the maiority had a
right to have their religion, Christianity, forced upon everyone attending public school in Canada. But they disagreed that an Islamic or Jewish majority
in another country had such a right. In those cases, they overwhelmingly said
that minority rights should be respected.
In other words, Highs often support majority rights when they compose

the majority but support minority rights when in the minority. Obviously,
'!(lhile
High RVAs think of themselves as being driven
they believe in neither.
by high principles, in reality they often snatch their "principles" off the shelf,
after the fact, to justify getting what they want. Many Highs can speak out
of both sides of their mouth on an issue, and perhaps never notice they are
doing so.
As another example, High RWA groups can be expected to cry "fascism"
and "totalitarianism"-of all things-when their attempts to propagate such
views as creationism and denial of the Holocaust are resisted. But we know
from their responses to the RWA Scale and the Government Injustices measure
that they would censor others much more, if they had the chance.
SEPARATIST RIGHTS

For some time, a separatist movement in Quebec has tried to remove La Belle
Province from the confederation of Canada. Separatists cite a long list of
grievances against the rest of the country, but more basically, they want to
preserve Quebec's distinct Francophone culture. Many Quebecois want to
form their own nation. Do they have the right to leave the rest of us, if most
of them want to?
Out on the western prairies where I live, people tend to think Quebec has
gotten far more than its fair share of the benefits of Canadian nationhood.
Federal policies encouraging or requiring bilingualism, enacted to assuage the
Francophone minority in Canada, have created great resentment. An attempt
in 1992 to accommodate Quebec's unique status, and address other problems,
through constitutional reform failed miserably when a national referendum
was rejected by voters from one ocean to the other to the other.
A balanced eighteen.item Attitudes toward Quebec Scale (alpha .90), answered by those 337 parents mentioned above, found most respondents agreeing with statements such as "The French in Quebec are selfish, spoiled, and
greedy" and "The French in Quebec have been taking advantage of the rest
of the country for ycars, antl thcy still aren't satisfied." RWA scores correlated
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(only) .35 with negative attitudes toward Quebec Francophones' lower than
ï. ur,r"lly find foia measure tapping ethnocentrism' (Many Lows in Manitoba also resent Quebec.)
the door
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of Quebec will vote on whether to dissolve their ties with the rest of canada
become an independent, sovereign state'
if a malority
Does euebec have rhe right ti wirhdraw from the rest of Canada,

of the people living there vote to do
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so?

No. Quebec coulcl separate only if the rest of the country also agreed to its
s.p"ràtion. It has been p"rt of tÉe narion too long, and is too interconnected
ecànomically and politically, to be able to quit on its own'

-_-Yes.TheregionwasforcedtobecomepartofCanadainthefirstplace'And
wânt? A
the most important consideration has to be, what do the people
to
be'
wish
if
they
independent,
be
right
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people have an inherent
9
Among the 49 Lows, 26 (53%) said "Yes'" Among the 45 Highs' only
<
(p
'001)'
had a right to separate on its own
(20%)ihought
' Another i87 Quebec
rind.ntt gor the same question in a different context.

In this case, 41 of the 44 answering Lows (93%) said "Yes," as did 42 of
the 46 Highs (91%).
Botb Lows and Highs therefore showed a significant double standard about
the rights of Quebec and Ukraine to separate, although High RWAs showed
a much bigger one.
If you are about to say, "'Well, the two cases are not comparable. Canada
is a democracy, whereas the Soviet Union was a dictatorshipr" or "Ottawa
never tried to starve the population of Quebec to death the way Stalin did
Ukrainians," or so on-I agree with you. But such differences, it turns out,
have little to do with the double standard shown above.
In Ocrober 1993 Canadians went to the polls to elect a new federal governmenf. Quebec voters elected separatists in almost all their ridings. But some
federalists, pledged to keeping Quebec part of Canada, were elected in Montreal, Quebec's largest city. That allowed me to give half of a post-election
student sample (total N : 269) the Quebec-Canada issue presented above.
But the other half got a yet more Balkanized possibility.
Montreal and its surrounding cosmopolitan area ("Greater Montreal") are presently part of both Quebec and Canada. In the recent federal election, most of
Quebec voted for the Parti Quebecois, which says its goal is to separate the
province from the rest of Canada to form its own nation. But Montreal ridings
elected a lot of Liberals, who ran as federalists committed to keeping Quebec a
part of Canada. Soon, the people of Quebec will vote on whether to dissolve
their ties with the rest of Canada and become an independent, sovereign state,
supposE most Quebecois vote to separate, but the people around Montreal to
the Ontario border vote to stay part of Canada.
Does Greater Montreal have the right to withdraw from the rest of Quebec, if
Quebec separates and becomes its own nation?
..---- No. Greater Montreal could only separate if the rest of Quebec agreed to
its separation. It has been part of Quebec too long, and is too interconnected
economically and politically, to be able to quit on its own. The utisbes of
the people liuing around Montreal cannot be the most important consideration.

schools,
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Yes. A people have an inherent right to decide what country they want to
be. The wisbes of the people liuing in greater Montreal haue to be the most
imp or t ant con si der ati on,

Again, about half of the 30 participating Lows (47o/"1said Quebec had a
right to separate from Canada. In this sample, so did 38% of the 40 Highs.
But a solid majority of both groups said Montreal had a right to separate
from Quebec. In the case of the 37 Lows involved, 65o/" said "Yes" (which
was not significantly diffcrcnt from the 47"/o produced by Lows in the Quebec
Separati<rn concliti<>n: z - I .49; p > .10). Of the 27 Highs who answered the
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Montreal question, 67"/o said "Yes," which was signifrcantly different from
the 38oÂ chalked up by the Highs considering the separation of Quebec from
Canada (z : 2.34; P < .03).
So what was sauce for the goose was not always sauce for the gander. To
double-check this result, I repeated the experiment with another 245 students.
This time 44"/" of 34 Lows said "Oui" to Quebec separation from Canada'
and an overwhelmin g 81.% of 27 other Lows said Montreal had a right to
leave Quebec (z:2.97;P <'01).Among the Highs, only t4%o of 35 said
"Yes" io Quebec's rights, compared with 68o/o of 28 Highs, who said "Yes"
to Montreals' (s : 4.35;P < .001).
The three experiments on Quebec's right to separate can thus be summarized as followJ. Both Low R!74 and High R\fA Manitoba students show a
clouble standard toward a people's right to form their own nation. On the
one hand, most of them think Quebec has no right to separate from the rest
of Canada on its own (although the yote among the Lows was nearly a sâwoff). On the other hand both groups think, by large majorities, that Ukraine
did have that right to leave the Soviet Union, and that Montreal would have
the same right to leave Quebec.
The double standard regarding Montreal versus Quebec particularly strikes
me, for many of my subjects seemingly believe Montrealers do not have the
right, as Quebecers, to leave the nation of canada if they wish to; but they
dà have the right, as \t/Iontrealers, to leave Quebec if it becomes a nation.
(Interestingly, separatists in Quebec have adopted precisely the opposite double standaid: Quebec has a right to leave Canada, but Montrealers do not
have a right to leave Quebec.
In all the studies, Highs showed greater double standards than Lows did.
A DOUBLE STANDARD IN TOWS :tOO?
Low RrWAs couldhave shown double standards as easily as Highs in the three
criminal assault cases, the unfair election practices case, and the Quebec sep-

aration experiments. But they were hardly placed in jeopardy in the ChristianIslam-Judàism schooling studies. Lows do not endorse teaching religion in the
publicschools in their own society, so they can hardly look hypocritical opposing
it in another country.
- i.catch"
Lows being more hypocritical than Highs, you have to turn the
To
tables and put them in conflict over something they believe in. I have been
searching fàr a situation that would do this. For a while, I thought I had
found it in the environmental movement.
In September 1,992I asked 176 students to respond to the following "econO*y u"rs,rt environment" clilemma, which was basecl on an actual case in <lur

part of Canada.
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Company X is a large, multinational corporation that operates several pulp mills
in Northwestern Ontario. Environmentalists have charged, for many years, that
these plants routinely dump tons of bleach and other pollutants into rivers in the
area, and into Lake of the rù7oods. The Ontario government is considering forcing
the company to modernize its plants over a five-year period, to make them less
polluting. But the company says it cannot afford the changes "for the foreseeable
future," and will close the plants rather than meet "such unreasonable standards."

Iflould you have the government insist upon imposing the new environmental
standards?

0 = No. If the company

closes the plants, the entire region

will

become eco-

nomically depressed.

1

:

Yes. Companies cannot be allowed to go on destroying the environment

while they make money.

I gave this description to half the sample, who served as a control group.
The others got the same information, plus one additional detail.
Imagine that you work for Company X in a management position. If the company
closes the plants, you will lose your job. Imagine also that your family depends
heavily upon your income, and that it will probably prove difficult to find another

job'

\fould you

have the government insist , .

.

I expected High Rtù(lAs to be less concerned than Lows about the environment. So I did not expect the "you'll lose your job" manipulation to affect
Highs as much as Lows. Instead, the Lows were on the spot in this experiment.

\flould they put their income where their mouth was, when tbeir jobs were at
stake in an environmental controversy?
The answer was no. Of the 23 Lows who answered the control version of
the case, 22 (96%) wanted the government to insist upon the tough environmental standards. Another 20 Lows answered the "you'll lose your job" version, and significantly fewer of them (7 5%\ wanted the government to stick
to its guns (7 : 1..95, p < .05 by a one-tailed test). The values for the Highs
were 69o/o and 76o/", respectively.

I

then sought to replicate the finding, as I almost always do, using 370

students in September 1,993. This time 84'/" of the Lows in botb conditions

said, "Enforce the standards." The Highs showed more sensitivity to losing
their jobs (787o versus 67o/",but z > .30). I tried again, and again, and again,
with samples of 245 and 269 students in November L993 and 468 parents in
October 1994. I never found another statistically significant difference for
Lows, or for Highs.l
SOME CONCLUDING OBSERVÀTIONS ABOUT DOUBLE STANDARDS

The administration of justice, abuse of political power, gender roles, the separatior.l of church and state, a people's right to self-governance-on all these
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The intensity of these feelings, on the American side at least, was driven
home in a study of the double standards found among a group of California
undergraduates (Oskamp, 1965). These students thought it all right that the
United States had established rocket bases close to the borders of Russia, that

matters, right-wing authoritarians have been found to maintain notable double standards. While I am not proposing that High RWAs have double standards about everything, they do appear to have more than their share, on
quite a variety of topics. I think we can call it a feature of their thinking.
If we look back at the findings in this section, we can see afterimages of
some of our earlier discoveries about authoritarians. For example, we saw in
the attribution error research that they do not reflect much about other people's ideas. Well, here we see that they do not appear to reflect much upon

America had carried out blockades, that it had intervened in civil wars in
Third World countries, and so on, The same actions by the Soviet Union,
however, were roundly condemned.
Care to venture a guess about what sort of student was most likely to show
such double standards? rVe do not know. Oskamp did not measure authoritarianism. But one of the nicest things about science is that you can redo an
experiment to see if various interpretations are wrong. One of the nicest things
about Glasnost was that by 1988 you could dream of doing it on both sides
of the conflict.

their own ideas either. In particular, High RWAs do not seem to challenge
their own thinking, to get outside themselves and ask, "Wait a minute. If it's
all right for Montreal to leave Quebec, why is it wrong for Quebec to leave
Canada?" It is easy to see why they do not. Highs were not raised to criticize
the in-group. And who is at the center of their in-group?
Similarly, High RWAs do not seem to consider matters from perspectives
other than their own, or mentally reverse situations. They do not appear to
wonder, when they belong to the majority, "suppose I were in the minority.
How would I feel if the schools were trying to make my kid believe in some
other religion?" Or, "Would I say the same thing if the Conservatives were
trying the same kind of intimidation?" So their thinking seems more ad hoc,
more one-compartment-at-a-time, than Lows' thinking does. Lows in turn
show more interconnectedness, consistency, and fairness. Authoritarians are
not as reflective, as systematic, as careful, or as principled as they themselves
want to be. But again, they likely received little training in making their own

THE SOVIET STUDY

In the fall of 1988, I asked an undergraduate acquaintance majoring in sociology at Moscow State University, Andre Kamenshikov, if someone on his
faculty would be interested in administering a forty-four-item survey to a
student sample. Several months later, after Andre had translated the items
himself, he received permission to collect the data on his own.
The questionnaire began with the R.W'A Scale, whose printed instructions
described it (as usual) as a survey of public opinion. About a sixth of the items
had to be modified to meet Russian circumstances (as was also done by
McFarland, Ageyev, and Abalakina,'1,990). For example, a contrait statement
about freedom of speech allowing people to advocate overthrowing the government was changed to say Soviet people must hâve the right to criticize the
Communist Party and demand its resignation from power. Similarly, a statement that atheists are as moral as regular churchgoers was modified to say
that people who fight the present order are as good as those who defend this
order. The "established authorities" were identified as the traditional, pre-

decisions and evaluating things for themselves.

lmpressions of American and Soviet Behaviorr RWA lmages in a Mirror
Let us return to those golden days of yesteryear, to the Cold'Sfar, when every
dawn presented the possibility of global nuclear destruction.
ln 1961, Urie Bronfenbrenner reported how he had been struck, during a
visit to the Soviet Union, by the extent to which American and Russian citizens
saw the world in opposite ways. Americans generally believed that the Russians were the aggressors on the world scene, that the Soviet government
exploited and deluded the Russian people, that the Soviets could not be
trusted, and so on. Bronfenbrenner said that the Russians he met felt the same
way about the United States government.
Together the two sets of perceptions formed a mirror image-probably
distorted and undoubtedly dangerous. This "good guy-bad guy" dichotomy
'SVar,
on both sides of the Iron
was apparently as stable a feature of the Cold
Curtain, as it was among thc l{attlcrs and Eaglcs in thc f:rruous Ilobbers' Cave
Experiment (Shcrif ct al., I 961 ).']

Gorbachev Communist officials.
Two items, dealing specifically with Gorbachev's recent reforms, followed
the thirty RWA Scale items:

31. The

Soviet Union will be a much better country if the policies of. glasnost
and p ere stroika pr ev ail.
32. Perestroika and glasnost are changing society too fast and too intensely;
the changes must be limited and much slower.

The next twelve items measured opinions about the Soviet and American
governments. Two mirror-image versions of this scale were distributed in the
sarnple, though each subject receivcd just one of the forms. The first item on
forrn A, for cxample, rcacl: "Thc Soviet Union has the right to intervene mil-

Ê
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of becoming allied with the
itarily when one of its neighbors shows-signs
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on form Jtnt' "The Unitèd States
United States." Th"
becominE
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';;i;;m
of its neighbors shows
rieht to intervene -ilir"riiy-*nen one
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il;;'ô;;h i;'

or ùe
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(see Exhibit s.r). I-ike iùe rest of the
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ended with a
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and so on'
program'
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Exhibit

5.1

"Fotm

A" of the Mirror-lrnage

Scale

.tJ. ThesovietUniorrhastherighttointervenemilitarilywhen.oneofits
allied with the United States'
neighbors shows signs oi UËonting
is to
keeps building nuclear weaPons
34. The onlv reason the United States
defend itself from the Soviet Union'
want
Soviet-government leaders iust
35. !/hen it comes right down to it'
-"'
people of the world'
;;;; ;;à-ir..aoi.' for all the
proposals are not propaganda ploys'
36.
""' American peace andto disarmament
toi ti"..re efiorts bring about world peace'
countries' its real
sends foreign aid to foreign
"37. lfhen the Unitecl States
go.il, to dominate and control those couûtries'

3S.MostothercountriestendtoseetheUnitedStatesasdiabolicalandevil.
so without being hurt itself it
Soviet Union knew it could do

39. If the

would probably

40.

tu"ttti

States'
u nuclear attack against the United

in anorher counrry' it really
the Soviet union intervenes militariry
people there' but only about its own
does not ..r. *t'"ti'"g;;?;t the

.when

interests.

tells its people the truth about
41. The government of the SovietUnion

its

completed 1.8 years at university. Most (62%) were males, and nearly all
were ethnic Russians.
THE AMERICAN STUDIES

In October L989, nearly all the students enrolled in the introductory psychology course at Harvard (N : 172) answered the same survey. The fortyfour items were administered in class by a graduate student, Gregg Solomon,
who said he was collecting data on social attitudes and Soviet-American relations.
The same month, 183 introductory psychology students at SUNY-Potsdam
served in an experiment outside class time conducted by Dr. David Hanson.
Their booklet began with the RTVA Scale and continued with one of the two

such as helping trapped
n0hen the Unitecl States does something-nice'
th" piblitiiv' but because it genuinelv

versions of the mirror-image task.
In late January 1990,I administered a booklet of surveys, with the help of
a graduate student, Paul Frankel, to 57 Tulane university introductory psychology students. This study also took place outside class time and began the

cares.

same way as the SUNY-Potsdam experiment.

actions and goals abroad'

42.

at Moscow State University. He appeared before class began and announced he
was a sociology student conducting an opinion survey under the auspices of a
social research laboratory known on campus. He said the completely anonymous
survey covered general opinions about society, and Soviet-American relations,
and would take about fifteen minutes to complete. Altogether he distributed
about 250 surveys in these classes, of which 160 were completed and returned
at the end of the period (during which the students were supposed to be listening
to a lecture).
To improve this return rate, and to round out his sample of Moscow State
undergraduates, Andre set up a table in the halls of other classroom buildings,
where about 90To of the passing students he randomly buttonholed completed
the questionnaire then and there.
Altogether 236 sets of answers were collected, of which 10 had to be discarded because of incomplete responses. The largest contingents among the
226 rcmaining participants were 68 philosophy, 58 physics, 37 law and 26
history majors. Their mean age was 20.6 years, and on the average they had

whales, it really

d()'ttJ;;;;;

pretending to be trying to end inius43. The American government is only
tice in the United States'

44.TheleadersofthesovietUnionarebasicallyaggressive'warlikepeople'
reversed: "soviet Union" became
Nofe: On form B, the proper names-were
and vice-versa'
States," "American"-became "Soviet"'

"J;l;;

MostofthestudcntsAndreKamenshikovtcstedwererecruitedinthespring
li.l,,tt.g. oricnratiorr" coursc' and a law coLrrse
of i,9g9 during ,r..ii,r* "iï

"

RESULTS

Moscow State Uniuersity. As reported in Chapter 1, the RWA Scale had
a low alpha (.81) among the Moscow State sample. (It was answered in less
than ideal conditions, and McFarland et al.'s 11990) translation is likely superior.) As also reported earlier, the mean R\ûA score was quite low. Predictably, these students very strongly endorsed Gorbachev's reforms on items
31 and 32.
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The means of the 226 Russian answers to the mirror-image questions are
presented in Table 5.1. There it can be seen, for example, that the 111 students
who answered form A of the survey disagreed fairly strongly with the notion
that the Soviet Union has the right to intervene militarily in its neighbors'
affairs. It can also be seen that the 115 students who answered form B obiected
just as strongly, but not mofe so, to the notion that the United States has such
a right. That is, there is no evidence of a double standard in these answers.
But possible nationalistic biases can be found in some of the other items.
The Soviet students were inclined to blame both superpowers for the nuclear
arms race, but especially the United States (item 34). They also thought that
Soviet leaders *e.e mote interested in peace and freedom around the world
than American leaders were (item 35) and that Soviet peace and disarmament
proposals were more sincere (item 36). They doubted either country would
iaun.h a surprise nuclear attack against the other, but they still thought the
United States was more likely to do such a thing than the Soviet Union was
(item 39). And they doubted either government cared much about the people
whose countries it invaded, especially the U.S. government (item 40)'
Nevertheless, these Russian students thought that the world tended to see
the Soviet Union as more diabolical and evil than the United States (item 38),
that while neither set of leaders was truthful with its people, the Soviet government was less truthful than the American one (item 41), and that the Soviet
Union was less likely than the Americans to act altruistically "because it really
cares" (item 42). Finally, these Moscow State students were equally cynical
about the motives behind American and Soviet foreign aid (item 37), felt the
two governments were equally committed to trying to end injustice in their
respeitive countries (item 43), and perceived neither set of leaders as "basically aggressive and warlike" (item 44).
Overall then, one can find some evidence of a nationalistic orientation in
these answers. But just as often there was none, or a Seemingly reversed one.
Such were the results for the ouerall sample. Now, to the point: did the
more authoritarian Moscow State students favor the Soviet point of view
more than their Low RWA classmates did? A net pro-USSR "image" score
was calculated for each student by summing all the opinions about the Soviet
Union (scored in the direction of a favorable opinion) and subtracting the
corresponding sum for the items concerning the United States. In short, how
favorable were they to the USSR, compared to the United States? The mean
of this image score equaled 5.24 over the twelve items. RIVA scores correlated
.46 with the students' tendency to view their country as good and America as
bad.

American IJniuersities. As can also be seen in Table 5.1, Harvard stuclents
produced only four significant diffcrences in their answers to the different
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versions of the mirror-image items, with three favoring the United States.
Their mean pro-USA Image score barely registered at 1..64, indicating these
students had almost no "USA! USA!" orientation. (They also scored low on
the R'WA Scale, lower than any American student sample before or since.)
But relatively authoritarian Harvarci undergraduates still tended to be the
most nationalistic: the Rl0A-image correlation came in at .38.
SUNY-Potsdam students showed significant differences in their perceptions
of the two countries on 6ve of the twelve items, all favoring the United States.
Their mean image score of 5.87 similarly revealed a stronger tendency to see
the United States as the good guys and the Soviets as the bad guys than was
found at Harvard. Again, Highs tended especially to see the world this way:

r

:

,40.

Despite the small sample at Tulane, six of their perceptions of the two
nations proved significantly different, and their image score (11.12) strongly
favored the United States. Once more, High RWAs were particularly likely to
see their country in a good light and their opponent as evil (r = .47). (You
will notice a fifth column in Table 5.1, reporting the results of a mysterious,
even more nationalistic Group X. It will be unmasked in a later chapter.)
DISCUSSION

Much has apparently changed since Urie Bronfenbrenner's visit to the Soviet
Union during the depths of the Cold \ù7ar. The Moscow State students showed
little nationalism in their attitudes toward the Soviet and American governments. This relatively balanced view coincides with the low authoritarianism
of these reform-minded students. Learning to distrust the traditional regime
apparently brought with it a distrust of that regime's depiction of "the enemy." The same could be said for the very Low R'WAs at Harvard. But the
Cold War was still hot elsewhere in the United States, as doubtless it was
elsewhere in the Soviet Union at the time.
'Who

formed the front ranks of the Cold 'War warriors, on both sides?
\7hich Russians tended to believe their country had a right to intervene in
their neighbors' affairs that the United States did not have? Which Americans
tended to think they were building nuclear weapons only because of the Russian threat? Which Russians thought their leaders truly wanted peace and
freedom around the world while the American leaders did not? Which Americans believed their government invaded other countries because it cared
about the people living there? Which Russians believed the United States
would launch a surprise nuclear attack if it could get away rvith it? You will
not be surprised by the answer, in all cases: largely the right-wing authoritarians.
So here is an apparent

acccpt.

lf

truth that most authoritarians could probably never
they had grtnur ult ttt lte tbe kind of person they are, only in tbe
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enemy country, they would hate tbe people they nou loue, and despise the
id.eas they now say they would die for.If American High RWAs had grown
up instead to be Russian High RWAs, would they see Communism as a great
.rrill No. We know in fact that Russian High RWAs tend to see capitalism as
great evil (McFarland, Ageyev, and Abalakina, 1,990). To put it simply,
^auihoritarians believe what their authorities tell them. The script of who is
good and who is bad starts off with blanks. The proper names are dutifully
Étt.a in as socialization proceeds, and not examined much afterward.
McFarland, Ageyev, and Abalakina (1990) helped us see how much High
R'WAs in the United States and Russia have in common' besides their acceptance of the established authorities and conventions in their country. They
tend to be the most prejudiced members of their societies. Are American Highs
anti-Semitic? Yes, and so are Russian Highs. American Highs do not like
,'foreigners"? Hey, neither do their Russian counterparts. Do American Highs
want; keep women b'.arefoot and pregnant and in the kitchen? How about
that, so do Russian Highs. American Highs long for the "good old days"
when things wefe "normal." Russian Highs would drink a toast to them too.
American Éighs do not really want democ racy, and-funniest thing-neither

do Russian right-wing authoritarians'
vith all these things in common, why then do they hate each other? They
were raised to and, alter all,they are authoritarians, iust as the fundamentalist
(1'996) in Israel are.
Jews and fundamentalist Arabs studied by Rubinstein
"Such
people, with their fear and their self-righteousness, tend- to drive and
p.rp.iu"t. the conflict between groups. But if you are in the front rank on
ône side, glaring at your hated enemy in the first rank across the way, you
are really looking at a mirror. He is you'3

FUTURE ACCORDING TO LOW RvlAS AND ACCORDING TO HIGHS:
THE GLOBAL CHANGE GAME

THr wonlo'S

\what would the world be like

131

open spaces of North America, while 9 others form a huddled mass in India
and L2 players are squeezed into China is pointed out to the participants by
the game facilitators, 8 other students who designed and run the simulation.a
The regions begin the game with realistic assets and problems. North America, Europe, and the Pacific Rim are well off. India and especially Africa are

in dire straits. Food supply, medical facility, and employment-opportunity
tokens are distributed to each region according to their actual holdings in the
real world. So are armies. North America, the CIS, and Europe have massive
nuclear-weapons capabilities. Environmental conundrums of one sort or another plague all the regions.

The "Elites." At the beginning of the simulation, out of the blue, the
facilitators ask for a leader to "emerge" in each region: "'Whoever is going to
be the leader of your region, stand up." These "Elites" are then taken aside
and given coats, ties, and hats to wear. They are also told that they will control
the finances of their region, and can secretly divert some of their team's assets
into personal wealth (by buying chocolate dollars wrapped in gold paper). A
"prize" (a book on the environment, it turns out) will be awarded at the end
of the game to the Elite who has the greatest personal wealth, they learn.
The Elites stand only for themselves (not 100 million people) and are the
only players who may travel freely around the world. They thus become the
negotiators for their regions, consulting with their team as they wish. Besides
contacting one another, they can visit the Game Bank to buy farms, factories,
armies, and so on, and arrange loans. They can also make announcements to
the "world" ("China has coal for sale") on an overheâd proiector.
The rest of the team in each region usually must sit in place on the map,
where they do the real work of the group, thinking up solutions to their
region's problems. The Elites may hunker down to this too. But they can
instead spend most of their time consorting with other Elites.

-ffhat

would
everyone were a Low RWA?
rwere
But
of
course.
know,
never
We
shall
a High?
happen instead if everyone

if

Blindness

orr fwo nights in October 1.994, I took a look at the possibilities of these
impossibilities in a three-hour simulation of the earth's future entitled the
Global Change Game.
This sophisticated simulation, designed to raise environmental awareness,
takes place on a large map of the world laid out on a gymnasium floor or
other iarge space. The 65 or so participants are randomly assigned to one of
ten regions on the planet: North America, Latin America, Europe, the Commonwealth of Independent States (CIS), Africa, the Middle East, India, Southeast Asia, China, ond th" Pacific Rim. Most players represent approxinlately
100 million pcoplc.'l'hc clisparity of only a f'cw players standing ilt thc wide

The Play's tbe Thing. The game is complex and challenging and has struck
knowledgeable people as surprisingly realistic. Latin America, for instance,
must focus on economic development while bearing in mind problems of deforestation, water pollution, desertificâtion, and population control. Iù(/hen a
team has developed a proposal, one of the facilitators will question it at length,
trying to make sure the plan is feasible and sustainable. The facilitator can
reward good proposals and also punish regions with famine, strife, and pestilence if they have terribly abused the environment.
The fourth horseman of the apocalypse, war, may also gallop across the
globe. lVhenever one region invades another, the team with the most army
tokens wins and thereby acquires some of the territory and assets of the loser.
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However, the two combatants' army tokens cancel each other and are lost to
both sides (along with the wealth it took to create them). So a "3-to-2" war
would leave the victor with iust one army, and the loser with none. In addition, the loser suffers civilian deaths. But the victor can control the conquered
territory only by stationing an army there.
A nuclear war kills the entire population of the earth. As the game starts, the
three superpowers are asked if they want to relinquish their nuclear weapons.
The simulation begins in 1990, with the earth's population set at 5.5 billion.
A large clock marks the passage of the years, to 2030, when the game ends.
A census of population, poverty levels, pollution, and income is taken every
ten years, based upon complicated formulas. Added population in each region
is represented by stuffed animals.

The facilitators point out, at the beginning of the game, that 3.4 billion of
the earth's population lack at least one of the "necessities of life" (food, health
care, or employment). Players who do not have food, health care, and employment at any census point are given a black arm band. Anyone who receives three such arm bands "dies." Regions can declare some of their population "refugees," but ifno one accepts the refugees' they drown in the ocean.
A global environmental crisis is programmed to occur about an hour into
the game. One of the facilitators has been mysteriously stamping the hands
of some players at random with a red symbol. The facilitators announce that
the stamped players have skin cancer, caused by the depletion of the planet's
ozone layer. A chart is shown on the projector, revealing that European and

North American pollutants are largely causing the problem. But people all
over the globe are endangered. If the problem is not dealt with, they and more
'will die.
This description does not do justice to the complexity possible in the Global
Change Game, which has been played in schools across Canada. Although
the simulation is designed to heighten environmental awareness' this heightening largely occurs in the debriefing at the end of the game, after the players
have created the future.
The Low RWA Game. What kind of future did 67 Low RVAs create on
October 18, 1.994?s'Well, even though women slightly outnumbered men in
the room (on both nights), seven of the ten people who made themselves Elites
were men.
'When the superpowers were asked to stand if they wanted to keep their
nuclear weapons, the North Americans rose almost instantly. About five seconds later, after some quick exchanges, the Europeans also stood up. After
further hesitation, the CIS followcd. So nuclear disarmament went by the
board.
As soon as the simulation began, thc Pacific Rim lilitc cirllcd for a global
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summit on "the island paradise of Tasmania." There the Elites agreed to meet
again whenever big problems arose.
Regions ser to work on their individual problems. swords were converted
into plowshares, as the number of armies in the world dropped. No wars
occurred during the simulation, and no threats of war were ever made (although the North American Elire proposed the idea to his comparriors,I later
discovered).

lfhen the ozone-layer crisis occurred, a global summir was held and 15
"world bucks" were contributed in total from around the globe to buy enough
"scrubbers" to reduce CFC emissions and replenish the ozone layer.
other examples of international cooperation occurred, but the problems of
the Third world mounted steadily and black arm bands began tô drape like
leaves over Africa and India. Europe gave some aid, but North America was
conspicuously unconcerned. (The North American players literally turned
their backs on the endangered players.) when a global summir was called to
deal with the problem, the North American Elite did not arrend until two

other Elites came over and got him. He then stood outside the gathered circle
and gave nothing.
India threw 100 million people (a teddy bear) into the ocean as refugees,
which no one accepred. By the end of the game, Africa had lost 300 miilion
people to starvation and disease. casualries during the Low R'wA game therefore totaled 400 million.
The Lows did not focus on population growth, and by the end the earth
held 8.7 billion people. But rhe participants were able to provide food, health
facilities, and jobs for almosr all of this increased population. The Lows pulled
off this remarkable feat by a considerable amounr of interregional coàperation, by demilitarizing, by developing sustainable economic programs, and
because their Elites diverted only 9 world bucks to rheir personal wealth. But
the "fat" regions still remained much better off than the rest. The North
American Elite diverred the most wealth into his own pockets.
The High RWA Game. The nexr evening, 68 High RWAs showed up for
their turn.6 Things proceeded rarher differently from the start. All ten of the
Elites were males. 1ù7hen it came time to retain nuclear weapons, all three
superpowers stood up quickly (although only the Elites arose, whereas among
the Lows the whole team had stood). And the game had barely begun when
the Elite from the Middle Easr announced an oil shortage that doubled the
price of oil. This failed to produce a cartel, however, as other oil-producing
regions undercut the higher price.

Next, the CIS began buying armies. It had eight by the year 2006 and
invaded North America, which had smaller conventional forces. North America rctaliated with rruclcar wcilp()ns, ancl a holocaust ensued.
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Highs also spent large parts of their resources on armies, and while they tried
intensely to develop economic wealth, they proved insensitive to long-range
environmental concerns. For example, one region decided to increase vastly
its forest industry. A facilitator warned that converting much of i$ countryside to a single species of tree would make the ecosystem vulnerable. The team
responded, "Let's do it anyway. Lumber is very profitable."
The High Elites also devoted over twice as much (22 world bucks) to their
personal fortunes as the Low Elites did. Had they been less greedy, they could
'Want
to guess who
have saved hundreds of millions of their own people.
ended up the richest person on the planet? You're right.

in the Global change Game, the facilitators turn out
atall the lights. T'hey explain the probable consequences of a radioactive(7'4
earth
the
oJ
*"rpft"i. and nuciearïinr.r. TËe total human popu.lation other forms of
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Obseruations. All of the game facilitators knew that the exercise was being used for a psychology experiment on these two nights, and two of them
knew exacrly what variable was being manipulated. But no one knew who
was showing up on what night (although the two "in the know" had a good
idea, from the guys'haircuts, that the second night featured the High RWAs).
Nevertheless, most of the outcomes reported above arose entirely from the
players themselves, not from interactions with the facilitators, who had no
influence over who became Elites, how the regions interacted, and whether
war broke out.
In this context, I asked the facilitators what they had noticed about the two
groups. Here are the three most agreed-upon observations.
1. Big gender differences were evident between the two runs. Women
played a much more active role on the 6rst night. On the second, when the
players were asked to make themselves Elites, many of the women were observed to have lowered their eyes, "as if afraid someone would pick them if
they made eye contact." (I also noticed that, in those situations in the second
game when there were not enough stuffed animals to "die" in a region, women
almost always ended up with three black arm bands. Men lived in these
regions too, but somehow the women mainly perished. The High R\ù74 males
"grabbed all the seats in the lifeboats.")
2. The players on the first night were observed to have grasped the inter-
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regional phase of the game much better. Vhile still driven by self-interest,

many regions saw that their interests were best promoted by solving problems
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and war. (We
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with others, sometimes on a planet-wide basis. The Low Elites also used the
overhead projector much more often to make announcements to eueryone,
whereas the High Elites did most of their communicating in private huddles.
There were more world summits on the first night than in any previous run
of the Global Change Game.
3. The Elites on the second night "haggled" much more with the facilitators, and one another, than the Elites on the first night did, over costs of farms
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were better "hagglers"
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onymously) their place in the room's RWA distribution (EOF, pp. 372-31'71'
High RWAs usually thought they would be average. Only a few of them
correctly realized they had scored in the top quartile. So Highs almost never
grasp, when they hear about authoritarianism, that they are hearing about
themselves. (So if you and I think we are not Highs, that means diddly.)
DO AUTHORITARIANS REALLY NOT RNATIZT?
If Highs base these judgments upon comparisons

with the people they know,
how aggressive and
not
realizing
circle,
in
that
average
they iould indeed be
admit to more
fact
that
authoritarians
the
is.
But
itself
circle
authoritarian the
twitch to the
also
they
that
suggests
homosexuals
toward
of their hostility
social acceptability of their feelings.
.'know better" than the answers they give us.
High RwAs may sometimes
But they may not tell the truth when personally identifiable because they do
nor want to admit it to others. And they also may not tell the truth, even
when answering anonymously, because they do not want to admit it to themselves.

No one can say what someone else realizes and does not realize. I know of
at least one major belief, however, that most High RWAs practically shout,
but that some of them admit they actually doubt, deep down inside. I am
talking about belief in God.
You can unplug such admissions by asking people to respond through their
.,Hidden Obsèrvers"-a technique Hilgard (7973, 1,977) invented to see if
deeply hypnotized subjects really felt no pain while their arms were immersed
in iie water. When asked this way, his subjects revealed much more pain than
they otherwise admitted. Hilgard considered the Hidden Observer a subconscious process that knows the real ffuth. I saw it as a way to allow people,
hypnotized or not, to admit things they could not admit otherwise: they do
not spill the beans; the Hidden Observer does.
when yo., ask High RWAs in a regular survey format if they believe in
God, moit of themwill fill in the +4 bubble ona -4 to +4 scale,andsome
will create a + 5 bubble in the margin because * 4 iust does not say it strongly
enough. But I have found that about 25o/o of my Highs will say, on the Secret
Survey through their Hidden Observers, that they have secret doubts about
God's existence that they haue neuer reuealed to anyone before (EOF,
pp. 152-153). And they have had these secret doubts for many years. This
revelation still astonishes me.
Thus many High RWAs, raised all their lives to profess belief in God, and
still under considerable pressure to "beâr witnessr" believe much less than
they dare let on. But they have never revealed this. It takes a very special set
of circumstances for thern to speak the truth. But are there still other things
abgut themselves that thcy clrtruot admit, even in these special circumstances?
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ignore, then one ugly truth about these nonresponders, right off the top, is
that they are not as honest with themselves as they say they are. They are
defensive about their self-knowledge and defensive about their defensiveness.
In this situation, with the Secret Survey and the availability of the Hidden
Observer to do the ratting, I would say such doubly defensive people were
not trying to deceive others but attempting to maintain an exaggerated selfimage (an old High R!74 habit). For it turns out that, far from being completely open to themselves, High R'ù7As have a notable tendency to auoid
unpleasant truths.

THr "NaME YouR AwFUL raurts" sruDY
the
In January 1988, I gave my srudents'Hidden observers a new task on
reminding
off
(1.604).8I
started
Shakespeare
upo.t
Ç;sÉ.y. It was-based
them of the lecture on hYPnosis.
l,m sure you recall the evidence about the "Hidden observer" from Hilgard's

in you, which
research on hypnosis. suppose there is a "Hidden observer" system

only
realizes fully'ihings youïo,rld consciously deny' The Hidden Observer
to'
spoken
reveals itseli when ir is safe ro do so, and when directly
This nexr quesrion is not really for "you," but for the Hidden observer.
about
Name t*o or three things which your person is very reluctant_to admit
which are
herself/himself, and maybe- would never àd-it to herself/himself, but

The "Learn about Your Faults" Studies

still true.

I

LOW SELF-ESTEEM

of the
Lines for three such admissions foll0wed on the sheet. Irhile some
("She
likes
silly
or
much")
too
("He
smokes
*.re fairly shallow
;;;;;
chillsome.were
and
wrlh-p-ain
drip
to
seemed
b.rËbl. guffi"), many of them
*g. A, irrr"t, it . SËcret Survey sheets were coded for Low and High RWAs
down 1'87 ugly faults' and the
lsJe Chapter'21. Overall,the 95 Lows wrote
from Highs was mainly due tooutput
lower
(p
<
.oi).The
iot Highr, 1,.29
of
42 studînts who àld not write down anything (427", compared with20oÂ

This study is not based on Shakespeare. You may find a passing similarity to
8), however.
In March 1989lvisited two sections of introductory psychology' ostensibly
to reveal the purpose and results of a booklet of surveys administered the
previous fall using the attendance-sheet system. Being a somewhat untruthful
person on this occasion (at least initially), I told the students I had been studying self-esteem. I reminded them of a self-esteem scale they had completed in
the booklet and then v/ent on to give a glowing, highly exaggerated account
of the scale's predictive validity. Students who scored high on this test, I declared, were likely to do well at university, be more popular with others, have
successful careers, and be good parents. People who scored low in self-esteem
were more likely to drop out of university, be unsuccessful at love and marriage, and not get the kinds of jobs they wanted.
All this took about ten minutes. Then I told the class that as part of the
feedback process, I was going to give each student his or her score on the test.
I laid alphabetized piles of sheets around the front of the room, and told the
students to come get theirs. The students found their sheet contained a frequency distribution graph of hundreds of alleged self-esteem scores.'Vhen the
class was reseated, I told all to tear their names from the upper right corner
of the sheets, supposedly to prevent any possible linkage with the score about
to be revealed. Actually, I wanted the subjects to be anonymous' and know
it, later when I used the sheets for a behavioral measure of defensive avoidShelley

the Lows).

A little later on the Secret Survey I asked,
IfyougavenoanswertotheHiddenObserverquestionabove,wasitbecause_

---

I cannot think of anything to say'

I can think of things to put down, but it is too embarrassing, frightening,
etc. to admit them.

Nearly all (36) of rhe 42 Highs, and 15 of the 1.9 nonresponding Lows,
they were
checked the first alternative. They could not think of anything that
very reluctant to admit to themselves.
I repeated the experiment the following year' Only this time I tried to
..pri-à,; ietrieval pro.rrr", by firs1 asking the students to write down "the
on the
nicest thing yo., .rr., did in your life'" But this approach tt"{lg -effect
wrote
Highs
and76
results: 88 Lows mentioned 1.92 faults on the average'
no
(1'8%l
gave
Lows
(30%)
than
down 1.45 (p < .05). Again, more Highs
to
nothing
was
simply
there
answer to thl question, fnd almost alliaid later
put do'ù/n.
' N;; when people claim complete self-honesty while stating that they have
no faults they are reluctant to àd*it to themselves, we cannot say they are
would
lying. But we can ar least raise an eyebrow, spock-like. such people
faults?
to
their
open
,..À,o be very unusual. Are some people completely
jtrst as soon
If all of gs cll have sgnre ugly trtlths 1l)()tlt <lttrsclves we would
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I then told all how to find their self-esteem scores on their sheets: "Almost
everyone's score is 'a hundred and something.' Look very carefully in the
upper left corner of your sheet. I have written the first digit of your score
there; it's very small, and probably a'1.'Now look carefully at the lower left
corner; I wrote thc seconcl digit of your score there. Now look at the lower
right corner; it has the last tlig,it." I uscd the blackboard to illustrate how a
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middling score of 150 would be encoded on the sheet, to make sure all got
their coirect scores-well, "correct" in the sense of being the score I wanted
rhem to think they had gotten. For I had randomly given half the students
scores of 1.82,183, or 184, which placed them in the top 15% of- the selfesteem frequency distribution before them. The other students got scores of
722,723, or I24, which-you guessed it.
Smiles appeared here and there; other faces went blank. I told the students
to tear the remaining corners off the feedback sheet and asked if there were
any questions. No hands went up. So, gathering my things, I announced that
I hadwritten an "easy-read" summary of the studies I had mentioned earlier,
studies that proved the self-esteem scale was valid. I would send copies of this
summary to the next class meeting, if anyone was interested, but I needed an
idea of how many to print. So I asked the students simply to write "Yes" at
the top of the feedback sheet if they wanted a copy, or "No" if not, and then

fold the paper several times and pass it to the aisle.
I collected the sheets, which had been discretely premarked for Low and
High R\ùflAs and "feedback scores." These sheets would now tell me how
many Lows and how many Highs, after getting good or bad news about their
personalities from a psychological test, wanted to see the evidence for the
test's validity.
Immediately after I had collected all the sheets, I came clean. I announced
the self-esteem scores were entirely bogus, and demonstrated this by asking
allwho had gotten 122,723,1'24,1.82,183, or 184 to raise their hands. After
the laughing, hissing, and booing died down, I told them everything: RWA
Scale, defeniive avoidance, the works. Swearing them to secrecy, I promised
to report the results of the experiment at their next class meeting. This I did,
completely; honest.
Finally, I made the point before leaving that while psychological tests sometimes can assess grozps of people validly, no scale can make foolproof individual diagnoses. If they had been buoyed or deflated by their fake self-esteem
score, I hoped that would inoculate them against someday putting too much
credence in any such test result. I would like to think this insight made the
experience worthwhile for the students. (But that may just be a further example of a motivated self-delusion.)
Altogether 42 Low RVA students received high self-esteem scores, and
67%;f them asked for a copy of the "evidence for validity." Another 41
Lows received low self-esteem scores, and 637r of them wanted to see the
evidence.e Among High RïTA students, 48 received good news about their
self-esteem, with all its stated implications for a grand, h"ppy life,and73T"
of them wanted to see the validity summary. But only 47'/r of the 51 Highs
who were told they had low self-esteem wanted to see evidence for the scale's

validity (p < .01).
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In a nutshell, the two groups of Low RITAs showed practically no difference in their desire to see the summary of the literature on the self-esteem
scale. I can easily imagine their different motivations. Those told they were
great might have been after the thrills. Those told they had crummy selfesteem might have wanted to review the literature for themselves, and perhaps
dump all over it. But the latter did zof particularly flee from arr unpleasant
truth. By contrast, over half of the authoritarians given the same bad news
"rân away, ran away." So much for being completely willing to deal with
their shortcomings.
HrGIt PREJUDICE

I next wondered if Highs would directly tell me they flat out did not want to
receive bad news about themselves. Beginningin 1992,I frequently inserted
the following question at the end of my Ethnocentrism Scale, when students
had answered it anonymously. "Suppose, for the sake of argument, that you
are /ess accepting, /ess tolerant and more prejudiced against minority groups
than are most of the other students serving in this experiment. Would you
want to find this out, say by having the Experimenter bring individual sheets
to your class, showing each student privately his/her prejudice score compared
with the rest of the class?"
ln 1992-93I asked this question of 493 students serving anonymously in
three different studies. Of the 115 Lows, 767. said yes, they wanted to know
if it turned out they were more prejudiced than most. But only 55% of the

123 Highs wanted to know (p < .001).
But perhaps Highs simply care less about the results of such scales. So in
1,993-94 I asked half the sample in three studies (total N : 906) the question
above, while the other half were asked, "Suppose, for the sake of argument,
you are rnore accepting,more folerant, and less prejudiced . . ."
The results in the "suppose you're more preiudiced" condition closely resembled those of the previous year:76o/" of 1'1'2 Lows said "Yesr" compared
to 5 6To of 1 1 5 Highs (p < .001 ). But when the proposition became "Suppose
you're /ess prejudiced," 7'LTo of 1,1,2 Lows and 74"/" of 120 Highs wanted to
be told. Fewer Highs were willing to find out bad things about themselves
than wanted to find out good things (p < .001). If you think everyone acts
that way, the Lows did not. They wanted to know if it turned out they were
relatively prejudiced.lo
To summarize, then, while authoritarians tend to insist they are quite honest
with themselves, and ready to admit any failing, the evidence indicates the
contrary. The self-esteem experiment showed that many Highs wanted to
avoid dealing with personally distressing feedback. They did not even want
t<r examine the evidence to see if they had a reason to be worried. Instead one
can easily imagine that, had they not been dehoaxed, many Highs would just
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own minds when they say "dammit." Even white lies are verboten, much less

have put their "low self-esteem" scores in a mental box and locked it tight.
The "suppose you're prejudiced" studies go a step farther and show that many
Highs have so much trouble dealing with unpleasant personal truths, they
would keep from learning them. Highs usually think they are average in prejudice or even unprejudiced. But if they are wrong' many prefer to stay prejudiced rather than try to change.
Thus, far from fearlessly facing their failures, Highs seem to run away from
them. But as long as Highs screen out, paper over, and erase their shortcomings, they will find it hard to overcome them-which leads us to our last topic.

the lies some psychologists tell.
Besides stumbling over their high standards, authoritarians also trip over
the common do's and don'ts of morality. I have several times given students
an opportunity to cheat on exams, to keep quiet about favorable mistakes in
determining their grades, and to get experimental credits dishonestly (EOF,
pp.1.47-1.51.). I have always found that Highs do these things as much as
everyone else. So authoritarians could be carrying a lot of heavy guilt trips
around in their minds, aversive stimuli that (I thought) could lead them to
strike out at others when occasions permitted.
I tested this hypothesis in a January 1987 Secret Survey by asking the Hidden Observers, "Does this person have secret guilts about things (s)he has
done wrong, which very few persons (or even no one) know about, but which
trouble her/him and make her/him wish (s)he had never done these bad
things?" Unfortunately for my theory, 108 Highs reported significantly /ess
secret guilt (mean : 2.79 on a 0-6 scale) than did 101 Lows (2.761.
Once again, the great thing about the scientific method is that it will tell
you when you are wrong, and I undeniably was. I began to peer deeper into
the authoritarian mind, asking my next batch of Secret Survey respondents,
"Is there something you do to get over the guilt, to 'forgive yourselfr'when
you have done something morally wrong?" Immediately afterward, I asked
these students to indicate how completely forgiven they felt, on a 0-6 scale,
when they had done whatever they did to relieve their guilt.
Let me ask you, lVhat do you do to quiet your conscience? Apologize to
wounded parties? Be extra nice to some third party? Just plain party-partyparty? How cleansed do you feel afterwards? Tippy top, like new?
Highs and Lows mentioned all these things and more, and said these erased
some of their guilt. But High Rrù(/As had another, very effective guilt-reduction
program that Lows almost never mentioned: they asked God for forgiveness.
And boy did that take away the stain, they reported (EOn pp. 189-190).
I objectified this open-ended inquiry with the following item on the subsequent Januâry 1,989 Secret Survey. (The numbers in parentheses show how
many Highs checked the alternative. Those in brackets show the Lows' an-

Cognitive Consistency and Guilt in the Authoritarian Mind

Authoritarian minds challenge our theories of cognitive consistency. For High
R\ùfAs, with all their inconsistencies, double standards' and blind spots make
a mockery of the notion that people will feel "dissonance" or "imbalance" if
their ideas do not fit together properly. Consistency theories will burn out
their escape clauses on authoritarians. How many times can they sayr "not
enough dissonance was createdr" or "this particular imbalance was 'not noticed,' " or "on this occasion the person ignored this incongruity."
'We could dismiss this theoretically dissonant fact with a little name calling:
"Authoritarians are sick, mentally 'unbalanced.' Our consistency theories
were designed to explain normal behavior, not pathology." But this will not
stick. Some right-wing authoritarians have clearly been mentally ill; but most
Highs get along well enough in life. They can become successful lawyers and
doctors and professors and scientists and managers and presidents of the
United States. You will probably find yourself working for one, someday.
I do not mean that the inconsistency of the authoritarian mind defies understanding. It just twists and turns and stops abruptly and sometimes simply
skips town. It requires a deeper understanding than we need for more consistent minds. But once you get it, things make sense, loose ends tie together,
and you can see why High RWAs act the v/ay they do, why they are so
vulnerable, why they are so hostile.
Guilt provides a good example of the nonobvious twists in Highs' thinking.
At one time I thought it, not fear, might be the major instigator of authoritarian aggression (EOB pp.724-126). I thought High RWAs might, out of
guilt about their own sins, attack "sinners" to convince others, and themselves, how holy they were. For Highs do sin a lot, by their lights. First of all,
they have demanding moral standards in some ways. For example, nowadays
most people consider masturbation normal and not sinful-but not most
Highs. Just thinking about sex can count as a sin. In an era wheu the "F
word" has becon.re rrearly :rll thc p:rrts of spccch, nrany Highs still sin in their
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People sometimes do things they know are morally wrong. Iù(/hen you do such
things, which one of the items on the list below are you most likely to do to get
over the guilt, to "forgive yourselP' for what you did?
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Go out and do something nice for someone else. (4) [8]

Ask God for forgiveness by prayer, going to Confession, or some other
rcligious act. (37) l6l
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_,.,.. Rationalize the bad act. Tell myself ir was not so bad, that I had no choice,
etc. (13) [211

Talk to someone close, such as a best friend or Parent' about what I did.

-

(rel

,_

Get very busy with some assignmenr or iob to take my mind off it. (3) [8]

--

132)

Other: Namel

(21

te1

You can see that Highs and Lows handle guilt in somewhat different ways.
Highs are less likely io talk with someone about the bad thing they did, and
thJy are less likely ro say they rationalize it.Instead they mainly deal with
guilt religiously.
" Againf it works berter rhan anyrhing else. On the next question, I asked
subjécts to indicate "How completely forgiven do you feel, when you have
<lone this?" on a 0-6 scale. Highs felt significantly more forgiven than Lows
(means or 3.61 and 2.87, respedively), enrirely because of the effrcacy of
prayer and confession.
^
ûltimarely, rhen, all of this makes sense: religious training probably gives
you more grounds for considering yourself a "Sinner," but it also gives you a
*ay of geùing rid of your sins that nonbelievers lack: divine forgiveness. The
f.eiing àf U.i"g cleanied by God's mercy explains why Highs carry less guilt
than àthers. They have put rheir sins behind them. So when some nosy psychologist self-righteously studying self-righteousness asks, "How good are
will not be dragging around residual feelings of guilt'
you?"-Highs
'
But while the reward of having guilt removed helps keep the authoritarian
religious, wiping the slate clean so easily probably undermines the desire
,o i-p.ou.; h..t.. th" deeds may well be repeated. And the resulting selfrighteousness plays a major role in authoritarian aggression. It disinhibits
afg.essiue impulses. Though it may seem terribly inconsistent that feeling
fJr"giu.n leads to attacking others, it makes sense when you put together the
pieces of the authoritarian mind.

"So What's Your Point?"

In the last chapter we saw that right-wing authoritarians tend to be especially
good at some common cognitive failings. In this chapter we have seen how
t"h.s. ,hort.omings, and the cognitive operations they are based upon such as
compartmentalizàtion, lead Highs to serious inconsistencies and personal
'S(e saw that authoritarians not only believc contradictory ideas,
blinÀness.
but also enclorse contradictory principles. I'ligh RWAs usc so many doublc
standarcls that thcir bchrrvior shows relativcly littlc firirness and intcgrity.
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They may present themselves as highly principled people, but their principles
shift quickly to justify whatever they happen to want-a shift they probably
never notice.
Similarly, the mirror-image studies of American-Soviet perceptions show
that the High RWAs on both sides of the Cold War were most likely to believe
their government's portrayal of the conflict. Right-wing authoritarians tended
to be the Cold War warriors, distrusting and threatening each other, bitterly
opposed to the other's system. Yet High RWAs on both sides could easily
hàve been in the front ranks on the other side, had they grown up to be the
same kind of person in the other country.
\ùfhen given a chance to control the earth's future in a sophisticated global
simulation, Lows cooperated a great deal and solved many of the problems
that arose-although some selfishness and ethnocentrism appeared. Highs, by
contrast, completely destroyed the planet in a nuclear holocaust and, when
given a second chance, still engaged in destructive domination strategies. High
RVA leaders also stole more from their peoples to accumulate personal
wealth.
Delving into authoritarians' âwareness of themselves, we found many "official denials" that anything was amiss. There was virtually nothing about
themselves Highs were unwilling to face and deal with, according to them.
Yet when we told some High RVAs they were low in self-esteem, and that
this had serious implications for their future, a lot of authoritarians fled from
the news, not even checking to see if it was correct. And many Highs told us,
point blank, that if it turned out they were more prejudiced than average,
they did not want to be told. They would rather go on being prejudiced than
learn the truth.
Finally, we saw that for all the wrongdoing in their lives, Highs carry
around little guilt because they erase their sins so thoroughly through their
religion. That self-righteousness plays a maior role in their authoritarian aggression.

In closing, we should observe once again that in comparing the behavior
of Highs with Lows in these experiments, we have usually found differences
of degree, not of kind. Many right-wing authoritârians appear seriously low
on integrity, self-understanding, and resolve to make themselves better. But
who can claim to be filled to the brim?
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Fire Test," and we failed it. Fortunately for us, the prime minister was not
intent on establishing a dictatorship (though he may have been mightily interested in having his party win the upcoming provincial election in Quebec).2a
In closing, let me tell you a story you have probably not heard of a similar
crisis in the United States that did not occur, but still might. On July S, !987,
the Miami Herald reported that Oliver North had drawn up a rop-secret plan
for the National security council calling for the "suspension" of rhe united
states constitution under certain conditions. The "conditions" involved such
things as a nuclear holocaust, but North also included "national opposition
to a U.S. military invasion abroad" as ground for casting aside Congress, the
Supreme Court, the Bill of Rights, wharever. (If you have nor heard of this
plan, it is probably because, curiously, very few newspapers or news broadcasts ever reported the story. Representative Jack Brooks tried to have the
matter placed on the agenda of the Iran-Contra hearings, but he was overruled-not because the report was untrue, but because the issue was so highly
classified; see the New York Times, luly 1,4, 1,987, p. A11,.)
I myself am not privy ro whether the National Security Council ever adop-

ted this plan to overrhrow the constitution of the united states-which all
American military officers take an apparently compartmentalizable oath ro
defend. I do not know whether, if the Executive Branch did once approve this
plan, it still holds it at the ready. But the revelarion shows that extreme rightwing authoritarianism has, at times in the past, been alive and well in the
highest reaches of democratic govenment, from which it could have sent us

to the lowest depths.

Conclusion:
A Few Last T(/ords on the Subject

A year has passed since I began writing this book. Some of the twenty stories
from the Introduction that were in the news in the fall of 1993 have disappeared. The Pentagon's policy on gays and lesbians has not led to the ruin of
the armed forces. And atrocities in Brazil have not drawn much ink lately.
Instead, we are hearing of atrocities committed in Argentina during the

"dirty

war.tt
Other stories limped off the pâges. The "Democrat-controlled" Congress
never passed a health bill in 1993-1994.The Chinese government slapped its
dissenters back into jail as soon as it lost its Olympic bid, and the Clinton
administration decided to disconnect human rights concerns from its trade
negotiations with China. (No other country, including Canada, was pushing
the issue when discussing trade with Beijing.)
Other stories happily took a turn for the better. A significant peace accord
was reached by a new Israeli government and the PLO. (Whereupon Jewish
and Muslim fundamentalists, who \ /ant to keep on fighting, did their best to
wreck the chances for peace, mostly by killing unarmed civilians. ) Free elections
were held in South Africa, and Nelson Mandela's Freedom Party swept to
power. The IRA announced a cease-fire, which "hard-liners" resisted. Also, I
consider it a plus that Oliver North did not get elected to the Senate.
But I still see right-wing authoritarians at work in every paper, every day.
The Bosnian Serbs are still pursuing their "final solution." Another doctor was
killed outside an abortion clinic in Florida. Vladimir Zhirinovsky brought a
little comic relicf to thc world scene by announcing he would help reverse
Russia's declining birth ratc by fathcring children all over the country. (But
the Parliarncnt his party controllcd grlntcd full pardons to all the conspirators
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who had been convicted of trying violently to overthrow the new democracy.
And people hurt by the economic reforms have begun to support a rejuvenated
Communist Party.) Senator Jesse Helms told the president of the United States
that if he dared visit any military bases in North Carolina, he had better bring
bodyguards. And Rwandans on all sides learned, as the German people did in
1.945, the horrific price that ultimately must be paid by eueryone when the
right-wing âuthoritarians within a population gain absolute control.
The Outcomes of the Studies

At the beginning of this book I observed that we often swap a lot of stereotypes
when discussing liberals and conservatives. I promised to let the scientific
method do the talking, and I hope you agree that the evidence presented in
this book cannot be dismissed as "just opinions." Exhibit L2.1 lists fifty noteworthy results of the experiments Iconducted, all based on completelyobjective
scoring, not "dream interpretations." The studies turned out the way they did
because that is apparently the way things are. Furthermore, in nearly all these
cases the RIVA relationships proved quite substantial, sometimes ranking
among the strongest findings we have ever uncovered in the behavioral sciences.
Moreover, RIIA Scale findings have a very good record of replication by other
researchers, just as some of my findings are replications of others' discoveries.
This summary does not paint a pretty picture of right-wing âuthoritarians'
and it only gets worse when you add in findings by other researchers, such as
I-{igh men's greater tendency to assault women sexually (Walker, Rowe, and
Quinsey, 1,993). It may seem one-sided to someone who has not worked
through the evidence. But after all, we are talking about people who have Nazi-

like inclinations.
As you consider Highs' demonstrated inclinations and orientations, recall
my statement at the beginning of this book that, their denial notwithstanding,
many conservatives differ from the Oklahoma City bombers more in degree
than in kind. Here is the evidence.l
Exhibit 12.1 Summary of Scientific

Research Findings regarding High

RVAs'

Compared with others, right-wing authoritarians are significantly more likely to:
Score on the

Admit they get personal pleasurc from punishing such people.
But go easy on authorities who commit crimes and people who attack minorities.

Not hold responsible the authority who caused the attacks in the "Milgram
experiment."
Attack "learners" in an "electric shock" experiment.
Be prejudiced against many racial, ethnic, nationalistic, and linguistic minorities.
Be hostile

THE HIGHS

"Hitler" end of the RWA

Scale.
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toward homosexuals.

Support "gay-bashing."

Volunteer to help the government persecute almost anyone.
Be mean-spirited

toward those who have made mistakes and suffered.

Insist on traditional sex roles.
Be hostile

toward feminists.

Conform to opinions of others, and be more likely to "yea-say."
Be

fearful of a dangerous world.

Be

highly self-righteous.

Strongly believe in group cohesiveness and "loyalty,"

Make many incorrect inferences from evidence.

Hold contradictory ideas leading them to "speak out of both sides of their
mouths."
Uncritically accept that many problems are "our most serious problem."
Uncritically accept insufÊcient evidence that supports their beliefs.
Uncritically trust people who tell them what they want to hear.
Use many double standards in their thinking and iudgments.
Be hypocrites.

Help cause and inflame intergroup conflict.
Be bullies when they have power over others.
Seek dominance over others by being competitive and destructive

in situa-

tions requiring cooperation.

Accept unfair and illegal abuses of power by government authorities.

Believe they have no personal failings.

Trust leaders (such as Richard Nixon) who are untrustworthy.

Avoid learning about their personal failings.

'Weaken constitutional guarantees of liberty, such as the Bill of Rights.

Usc religion to erâse guilt ovcr thcir acts and to maintain their self-righteous-

Punish severely "cornnron" crirnitrirls in a role-playirrg situation.
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Be "fundamentalists" and the most prejudiced members of wharever religion

and Highs equal opportunitics to slrow their good and bad sides. Sometimes
Lows behaved badly too, as in tlrcir clouble standard regarding Quebec separation and their greater shift towarcl intolerance following the 1995 Quebec
referendum. They also were just as likcly as Highs to cheat on their lovers, and
equâlly susceptible to Holocatrst-dcnial material. Twice they acted worsethar'
Highs; see the University of Pittsburgh experiments described in note 13 to
Chapter 1. But the point is, Lows could have looked bad many other times as
well in my studies; but thcy did not. Ncver? Hardly ever.
Let me repeat one more time: if the diffcrence between ordinary High RWAs
and neo-Nazis is a matter of dcg,rcc, so also is the difference between Lows
and Highs. I would not be surprised if some day researchers find worse things
about Lows than we presently know. But considering the overall evidence, I
would much rather be a Low RWA than a High.
If you nonetheless think my research has been very unfair to Highs, that they
have talents and strengths that I have ignored, then take heart from the fact
that all of these findings are based on experiments. That means researchers
around the world can design their own studies and determine how limited my
findings are. And this will happen in due course, automatically, if these results
peak anyone's curiosity. Science is basically a cooperative human adventure,
with massive long-run controls for the truth.
Similarly, where my interpretations are wrong, we can go beyond arguingwhich gains us little because anyone can "talk the talk"-and demonstrate my
errors. If, for example, the liberal-conservâtive dimension in politics is zof
basically synonymous with the Low RWA-High Rlù(lA scale, if the political
dimension can be better conceptualized in some other way, then that can be
proven scientifically. It will take a well-defined alternate conceptualization, and
a sound way of measuring it, and then experiments that demonstrate its superiority. But it can be done, and we shall advance when it happens. !7e know
much more on this subject than we knew when we thought we knew a lot.
And we shall learn more. There is room for optimism.

they belong to.
Be dogmatic.
Be zealots.
Be less educated.

Sometimes join Ieft-wing movements, where their hostility distinguishes

them.

But much more typically endorse right-wing political parries.
Be Conservative/Reform Party (Canada) or Republican Party (United States)
lawmakers, who (1) have a conservative economic philosophy; (2) believe in
social dominance; (3) are ethnocenrric; (4) are highly nationalistic; (5) oppose abortion; (6) support capital punishment; (7) oppose gun-control legislation; (8) say they value freedom but acrually want to undermine the Bill of
Rights; (9) do not value equality very highly and oppose measures to incr€ase it; (10) are not likely to rise in the Democratic Party, but do so among
Republicans.

THE LOWS

If Low RWAs had as little integrity as Highs have, if rhey were as fearful and
self-righteous, if they ïvere as hostile and destrucive, if they were as unfair, if
they were as defensive and as blind to themselves, if they were as prejudiced,
and so on, then the experimenis would have turned out differently. Lows had
as good a chance of acting these ways as Highs did. But the Lows did not.
Instead, they tended to object strongly to any abuse of power, no matter
who was in control and who the victim was. You would wait quite a while
for a posse of Lows to help run down some "varmints." They tended to be
moderate and evenhanded in their punishment of criminals, responding more
to the crime, not to who the criminal was. Their thinking was much less compartmentalized, much more consistenr. They were more likely to make correct
inferences from facts. They were more willing to admit things abourthemselves
they did not like. I7hen given bad news about their personalities, they faced
the news squarely. They were much more open-minded, much less dogmatic
than Highs, and more independent, more peaceful and peace-seeking, and
much less biased. The dogmatism and hostility one sometimes finds in leftist
groups does not seem likely to have sprung from Low RWAs, but instead probably comes from the Vild-Card Authoritarians we discovered.2

Controlling Authoritarianism within Our Societies
My students sometimes challenge my optimism, demanding, "'S7hat good does
it do to understand bad things if you cannot change them?" I respond, as many
have before: "!7hen you understand, you know better how to produce
change." That said, I still have to work some to compose a Top Ten list of
recommendations for protecting society against right-wing authoritarianism.
1. \We are helped, both ethically and practically, by the fact that right-wing
authoritarians themselves typically do not want to be so authoritarian. When
High RWAs learn they are I{ighs, about 80% of them are surprised and upset,
and thcy say that tl.rcy warrr to clrnrrgc (LiOF, pp. 312-317). Mind you, they

CHALLENGING THE RESULTS

If you think I got these results only because I "set up" the Highs by my choice
of issues, and manipulations, I think you are wrong. I tried to give both [.ows
t

É
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do not aspire to be Lows; rather, they want to be "average"-which is predictable, but still a big step forward.
'$7e cannot give the R\(/A Scale to everybody, however, much less tell them
their scores. And we know that Highs will usually think these findings apply
to someone else, not them. But studies have led to some practical suggestions
(EOF, chapter 8).
2. Anti-discrimination laws can be quite beneficial. Ordinary authoritarians
appear more likely to obey laws they dislike than others are. (It comes from
bài"g an authoritarian.) Such laws, when enforced, not only protect the vuln.t"tl. minorities, but also bring Highs into more contact, as equals, with the
people they would otherwise avoid. Recall that Highs who gofto know a homosexual usually lost some of their prejudice.
3. Brother Bernard, my favorite teacher in high school, would not like what
I am going to sây next, but secular education also helps High RWAs move in
wider circles of acquaintances. Highs drop significantly in authoritarianism
during public university education mostly, I think, because of the exposure to
more diverse people and opinions. Parents should have the right to send their
children to private schools. But doing so probably costs all of us in subtle
ways.

4. News media that

value freedom of the press might resist the temptation
and
violence stories. Hyping a "dangerous world" into overplay the crime
cfeases right-wing authoritarianism in the population, which could lead to
authoritarian leaders. 'What do dictators seize Êrst after a coup?
5. Similarly, churches that value freedom of religion could do much to dlscourage ethnocentrism, authoritarianism, and self-righteousness) and produce
a wonderful negatiue relationship betrpeen reltgiousness and prejudice. (I know
many try, and they are often dealing with "hard, hard hearts.")
6. Reformers rvho value the right to protest should proceed nonviolently,
for many reasons. Violent demonstrations appear to drive the population toward right-wing authoritarianism. Reformers should watch out for the "wild
cards" in their ranks, who are most likely to become violent.
7. Groups in conflict with other groups should note the mirror-image studies. The peôple shouting in the front ranks on the other side are apt to be like
the people screaming in the front ranks on your side: right-wing authoritarians.
Lows and Moderates in both camps have to see past them and their hatred,
and reach over them to one another' to reduce the conflict.
g. Ire have to speak out against the hatemongers in our society by independently presenting the truth and exposing their lies. Hate campaignerswould
use freedom of speech to take it away from us. We have to use it to keep it.
9. It is not my place to tell anyone how tq v<lte. But it seems very unwise
to elect High RWAs, from any party' to gove rn a democracy.

10. Finally, I think we should learn a humbling lesson from the experiments
on Holocaust denial. Everyone-Lows, Moderates' and Highs--could have
done better, just as I could have in the anteroom of the National Socialist\White
People's Party headquarters. If y<-ru know who "Pogo" was' you know who
the real enemy is,

Ordinary People
Sometimes, when I tell people that I study authoritarian personalities, they say
things like, "Oh, you mean neo-Nazis and the Klan." When these people are
psychologists at conventions or the president of my university, I say "Right,"
because I know they will probably instantly forget whatever I reply. But I am
more forthcoming with others.
Most people seem surprised when I say, "No, I study normal folks, not
Nazis." Few people, unless they are familiar with the history of fascism, understand that people as ordinary as you and I, and our friends and neighbors,
might bring down democ mcy if the going got tough enough. But we are the
people who, driven by fear and cuddling in our self-righteousness, could create
ih. *uue that would lift the monsters among us to power. And once the monsters acquire the powers of the state, their evil explodes.
Can one credibly talk about fascism in the North American context as we
approach the year 2000? Is it even remotely possible that the horrors of Nazi
Germany could somedây occur in Canada or the United States?'lfhen I talk
about prefascist personalities, do I seriously propose that many North Americans could act like Hitler, Himmler, Hoess, and so on?
I have little doubt that most of the "23Osr" "240sr" and "250s" could. But,
although the Nazis did monstrous things, it is a mistake to think that only
ardent fascists and psychopathic killers became Nazis. Adolf Eichmann struck
some as a bland person, not particularly anti-Semitic, who basically wanted
to advance his career and so worked hard to impress his superiors. His evil
was "banal" (Arendt, 1,977).I can also imagine that many of those who made
the arrests and transported the victims to the death camps would have been
described as "good, decent people" by their families and neighbors. So would
many of those who ran the slave labor camps in which hundreds of thousands
of prisoners perished and maybe even the SS soldiers who massacred whole
vilùges. You can be an ordinary Joe, or Lieurenant Calley, and still do terrible
things. One of the first things Americans learned about the militias, in an Associated Press story dated April 27 , !99 5,was that they were "ordinary people
who feel pushed."
If you think 1lur countries could never elect an Adolf Hitler to power, note
that l)avid Duke woultl havc bccottrc thc governor of Louisiana if it had just
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been up to the white voters in the state. Many people vote for extraordinarily

uigh R\rA candidates today. Many more would want one during a crisis.

a quarter of American state legislators are already poised-to "stomp out
rhe rot." Ànd if you think a North American dictator could not find the people

About

he needed to kiil Jews, or professors, or Communists, or trade union leaders,

or defiant clergy, or religious minorities, or the mentally "unsuitâble," or

whomever he rJanted to eliminate, then you might recall what Milgram found.
I am now writing the last page in my last book about authoritarianism. So
for the last time, I io not think a fascist dictatorship lies iust over our horizon'
But I do not think we are well protected against one. And I think our recent
history shows the threat.is growing.
Fascism has proven as vile and persistent in this century as prejudice' which
has shown it cân be quietly passed from generation to generation even when
the state vigorously discourages it. And unlike Communism, fascism cannot
be e*pecteJ to faii because ir makes some fatally wrong assumptions about
human nature. Instead, democracy seems to be fighting the current here: by
depending on rolerance, when fea.r and dislike come so easily; by asking for
g"rr.roritf of spirit, when selfishness is so natural; by championing equality,
when hierarchy seems so inevitable.
'We
cannot *..rr. the blessings of liberty to ourselves' and our posterity, if
we sit with our oars out of the water. If we drift mindlessly, circumstances can
sweep us to disaster. Our societies presently produce millions. of highly aurhoritarian personalities as a matter of course, enough to stage the Nuremberg
Rallies over and over and over again. Turning a blind eye to this could someday
point guns ar all our heads, andlhe fingers on the triggers will belong to rightwing authoritarians. We ignore this at our peril.
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